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Introduction 
The bookcase at my grandfather’s house is packed high with the exploits of Sir Arthur 
Conan Doyle’s Sherlock Holmes. While my siblings would play nearby, my grandfather and I 
would talk about Holmes and Watson’s adventures. We would occasionally watch his own 
favorite adaptation, Granada Television’s Sherlock Holmes, which spanned ten years, forty-one 
episodes, and two Watsons. My interest in nineteenth century literature was encouraged further 
when I attempted reading Jane Austen’s Pride and Prejudice at age twelve. When I tried reading 
it again at fourteen, this time with actual comprehension, my mother and I began a lifelong 
process of watching every Jane Austen adaptation we could find, including the updated 2004 
Bollywood/Hollywood film Bride & Prejudice and ITV’s intriguingly modernized 2008 
miniseries Lost in Austen. In 2010, the BBC’s contemporary Sherlock appeared to great critical 
acclaim, as well as my grandfather’s great disinterest: he prefers his Holmes to remain firmly 
Victorian. As novels, Austen and Conan Doyle’s works essentially bookend the nineteenth 
century, with the publication date of Pride and Prejudice in 1813, and the publication of the 
sixty Sherlock Holmes stories between 1887 and 1927. While Doyle’s works bleed into the 
twentieth century, cultural memory consistently situates them in the Victorian age, most 
perfectly demonstrated when Vincent Starrett writes “Here, though the world explode, these two 
survive,/And it is always eighteen ninety-five.”  
I found myself interested in these filmic adaptations not only for their literary source 
material, but for the possibilities introduced by their modernized form. Determining how and 
why a filmic text operates as an adaptation allows both the media creator and viewer, roles that 
are not entirely separate, to understand their own relationship with the text.  In this work, 
examining Bride & Prejudice, Lost in Austen, and Sherlock  demonstrates the shading from 
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adaptation to allusion, which broadens into the referential culture of most, if not all, filmic texts. 
However, the interrelated nature of producer and viewer, connected through the modern media 
environment, as well as cultural history of the texts, are often separated by the “legitimizing” 
factor of economic resources. This demonstrates how both the creation of and interaction with 
adaptive filmic texts is impacted by position within society. The messages of social and political 
identities that producers create have a large cultural history and a familiar audience base to 
disrupt and engage, and what modes of representation are interacted with speaks to the privilege 
of the creators in a globalized media economy.  
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 Chapter One 
The Adaptation Field and the Positions of Bride & Prejudice, Lost in Austen, and 
Sherlock 
 
In Authorship in Film Adaptation, Jack Boozer writes that “literature-to-film adaptation 
involves the textual transposition of a single-track medium of published writing into a document 
that embraces the scenic structure and dramatic codes of the multitrack medium of film” (1). The 
creators of Bride & Prejudice, Lost in Austen, and Sherlock make decisions about diegetic and 
extradiegetic material that impact how their content is contemporized. Diegetic material 
originates from the world of the screen, and includes how the characters and plot set up by the 
original author are transported into modernity. Extradiegetic material encompasses all that 
originates off-screen and is not the direct consequence of onscreen activity. There are also the 
adaptation extradiegetic issues each creator contends with: what it means to position their 
adaptation into the cultural field of literary adaptations and to stake claims, through production 
choices and readings of source material, on contemporary issues of political and social identities.  
Furthermore, viewers interact with the content and change it through these interactions. Both 
literary and filmic texts have interesting relationships between the diegetic and extradiegetic.  
However, in adaptations, the heavily entwined nature of these forces allows for a rich 
relationship with the text. Writing about literature, Jacobson and Spiro (1995) find that “a rich 
and flexible understanding of a complex conceptual landscape will emerge only after the learner 
has made numerous traversals of the domain from different intellectual perspectives” (qtd in 
Mackey 593).  This becomes more layered with adaptations from a different era. Bakhtin’s 
concept of the chronotope is applicable, where “spatial and temporal indicators are fused into 
one carefully thought-out concrete whole. Time, as it were, thickens, takes on flesh, becomes 
artistically visible; likewise space becomes charged and responsive to the movements of time, 
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plot and history” (qtd in Mackey 609). Adaptations of Pride and Prejudice and Sherlock Holmes 
are not only interesting for the direct material that appears onscreen, but how the outside forces 
of production and history itself make the works and the intended messages more complex. In the 
chapter on Sherlock, I discuss how the creators layer diegetic and extradiegetic technology to 
claim their work as “modern,” as well as characterize their Sherlock Holmes through the tension 
of technology in contemporary society. 
Part of the creative challenge must be interacting with these beloved source texts and 
creating a piece critically positioned within the postcolonial and poststructural context of the 
current adaptation field, and placed amongst Thomas Leitch’s categories of adaptations, as 
established in his work Film Adaptation and its Discontents. In Sandra Ponzanesi’s work “The 
Adaptation Industry: The Cultural Economy of Postcolonial Film Adaptations,” she identifies 
three main waves of adaptation studies. The first wave, where an essentialist view dominates, is 
heavily connected to the 1957 Novels into Film by George Bluestone, a seminal text for the field 
of adaptation studies. This view is defined by issues of fidelity, and “is based on the undisputable 
superiority of the novel over film” (Ponzanesi 124). Leitch examines how field of adaptation has 
been dominated by questions of fidelity, where adaptations have been studied under “the sign of 
literature, which provides an evaluative touchstone for films in general” for decades (3). Leitch 
writes that this is because, in part, many of the original academics did not receive formal film 
training, but originally studied English, where there is a focus on canonical literature and a 
culture of close reading. Within the first wave of adaptation theory, literature and cinema are 
often viewed in terms of a rivalry and negotiation of identity. As Ponzanesi writes, “filmmakers 
have claimed their debt to literature from the very beginning” to give “give this new 
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medium...higher prestige and recognition” (121), rather than just notice as a technological 
innovation.  
Ponzanesi next identifies the second wave of adaptation theory as structuralist, which is 
“Based on the quality of the two media and is heavily influenced by the work of Gérard Genette 
(1982), Roland Barthes (1977), and Seymour Chatman (1978)” (124).  Leitch discusses Barthes, 
who finds texts to be “irreducibly plural,” not designed for “passive consumption,” but instead 
“experienced only in an activity of production” (Leitch 12). A person cannot passively consume, 
but is involved in collaboration with the text. This summarizes Barthes’ distinction for Leitch, 
with writing as critical thinking, through the act itself and through “sifting, scrutinizing, [and] 
actively engaging each given text” (13).1 This is a crucial point in legitimizing the field of film 
adaptations. Filmed works represent a critical engagement, not only with the literary source, but 
with the social and political forces, both within the diegetic space of the text, and the 
extradiegetic space of production and the viewing public. 
 The “viewer” of the adaptation is not completely separated from the content producer, as 
they also engage with these diegetic and extradiegetic spaces. For Leitch, an issue with the 
categorical systems that arise in the second wave of adaptation theory2 is that they do not 
“adequately demarcate the frontiers of adaptation, the places where it shades off into allusion” 
(94). Therefore, the structuralist focus on ‘binary oppositions,’ indicates that it is the dividing 
into mutually exclusive categories that produces meaning. Extending this to the field of 
adaptation studies, it is communicated that literature and cinema are arts that have the most 
meaning from the purity of their form. The second wave of adaptation theory is significant 
                                                          
1 These ideas are developed in Barthes’ “From Work to Text” and “S/Z.” 
2 Like those foundational categories of Dudley Andrews, who held that there were three modes of adaptation in 
borrowing, intersecting, and transforming, as outlined in his 1984 work Concepts in Film Theory, and Geoffrey 
Wagner, who discussed transposition, commentary, and analogy in his 1975 work The Novel and the Cinema. 
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because it introduces the concept of the active consumer and the blending of the producer and 
consumer. The blurring of boundaries grants for the highly referential, interrelated, and layered 
responses of Austen and Conan Doyle adaptions, where the fictional universe can exist right 
alongside the nonfiction material. As later discussed, In Lost in Austen, the creators place 
protagonist Amanda Price in their own version of Pride and Prejudice, all the while making 
references to other Austen adaptations.  
Ponzanesi then identifies the third wave of adaptation as poststructuralist, feminist, and 
postcolonial. As poststructuralist, this wave of adaptation is concerned with the evaluative terms 
of fidelity that permeate the adaptation field within the first and second waves. For Ponzanesi, 
the debate of fidelity in adaptations can be summarized with the questions “should a film based 
on adaptation be faithful to the novel, and should it be considered a different medium with its 
own cinematographic conventions and system of representations” (123). She considers this a 
“false dichotomy” that is “based on the principle that the value of literature must be preserved 
from the cannibalization and vulgarization of cinema” (123) This “false dichotomy” means that 
modernized adaptations of nineteenth century novels should not be judged on whether they are 
“faithful” to the source, or whether they offer visual and textual value which “equals” works 
“free” of adaptation.  
Furthermore, these modernized adaptations should not be understood in terms of 
univeralist humanism, where the literature is so attractive and ripe for adaptability because the 
source text itself speaks to a deeper truth or human identity, or raises “illuminating questions,” 
offering “insight into overdetermined historical moments or the contemporary scene” (Leitch 5). 
The persistence of humanist values indicates, for Leitch, an “evaluative impulse to insist that the 
originals are always touchstones of value for their adaptations” (6). A universalist humanist 
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approach then ties valuation of modern adaptations of nineteenth century novels to how 
successfully they access the “timeless” quality of the novel, instead of recognizing that content 
creators deliberately manipulate elements of the historical and contemporary moment to build 
their own social and political identities. It does not fit that content creators would choose to adapt 
Pride and Prejudice and Sherlock Holmes because of some inherent superiority of the text as a 
work of “classic” literature, or as simplistic commentary, where human traits and problems are 
directly lifted from one era and transposed upon another to comment on the timelessness of the 
source and the persistence of social issues.  
 Instead of focusing on issues of fidelity or universality, Ponzanesi describes the third 
wave of adaptation theory as considering “the contextual and material conditions through which 
movies can be realized, for example…the questions of reception and evaluation beyond Western 
and patriarchal mainstream paradigms” (124). Ponzanesi further describes the third wave as 
“breaking down the boundaries between literature and film, high culture and low culture, original 
copy and mass culture, while emphasizing the performative/transformative force between the 
two media, and acknowledging the wider cultural implication and different…approaches” (124). 
For Ponzanesi, adaptation is a rich area of postcolonial study because “in the relationship 
between the novel and the film industry all the main aspects of colonial/postcolonial dynamics, 
global patterns of consumption and reception are magnified” (110).  When Ponzanesi examines 
the film Slumdog Millionaire in a postcolonial context, she notes that it questions “boundaries 
and representations between East and West by foregrounding new media technologies…and new 
corporate structures…as part of transnational material realities but also imaginaries…” (111). 
This demonstrates how both extradiegetic and diegetic technology are not just visual forms of 
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modernization – they reflect, create, and communicate claims about how “modern” a person, 
society, or nation is and the importance of this “modernity”.  
According to Ponzanesi, the “postcolonial dimension of this quarrel” has not really been 
at question (110).  For Ponzanesi, any production that deals with “‘Third World’ issues and 
perspectives” does not exist as postcolonial cinema “because it is impossible to label a film, a 
filmmaker, or precise content as ‘postcolonial.’ What makes a film…is rather its engagement 
with the paradigm shift that involves opening up critical boundaries, both of film genres, schools 
and traditions, and of geographical locations” (112). Here Ponzanesi also questions the binarisim 
of ‘First World’ and ‘Third World’ – not only the teleological reductiveness of such labels, but 
the way this misunderstands the relationship between countries and texts. Importantly, Ponzanesi 
understands postcolonial cinema involving not only the “political and the aesthetics” concerning 
the filmmaker and the “subject of analysis”, but also the audience of the film (112). This includes 
both the “casual” viewers and critics, who may not be versed in academic discussion of colonial 
and postcolonial, but are “nonetheless capable of deciphering the postcolonial implications” 
(112).  
This wave of adaptation theory also includes Leitch’s proposed categories of adaptations 
(95). As part of the categorical structuralism of the second wave of adaptation theory, Leitch 
notes Gérard Genette’s concepts of intertextuality, or ‘“the actual presence of one text within 
another” via quotation, plagiarism, or allusion,’ and hypertextuality, which is understood as any 
relationship uniting a second text to an earlier text “upon which it is grafted in a manner that is 
not that of commentary” (94). Leitch then proposes ten non-evaluative categories to differentiate 
between “intertextual and hypertextual relations,” where there are no hard distinctions between 
categories, and they are often put into conversation as the hypertextual adaptation blends into the 
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intertextual (95).  Bride & Prejudice, Lost in Austen, and Sherlock are discussed in Leitch’s 
categories of celebration, adjustment, revision, colonization, metacommentary, analogue, parody 
and pastiche, and allusion. Leitch’s categories of neoclassic imitation and secondary, tertiary, or 
quaternary adaptations do not apply to the works covered in this thesis.  It is useful to examine 
modernized adaptations through these terms, as Leitch’s emphasis on “nonevaluative” means 
that it evades traditional judgments of fidelity to the source text. More than one category can be 
relevant to a work, and it will be significant to find which categorizations are most useful to 
understanding the political and social messages of Bride & Prejudice, Lost in Austen, and 
Sherlock. Framing analysis through Leitch’s categories of adaptations allows me to find creators’ 
specific modes of engagement with the source text. Considering why creators found it fitting to 
engage with these specific categories reveals their understanding of contemporary society and 
media environment. This will produced a layered understanding of these modernized adaptations 
of nineteenth century novels, where questions of fidelity will be evaded and their positions as 
social and political works will be interrogated. There is deliberate theoretical disorientation in the 
logic of adaptation, where figuring out what the modernized adaptation is doing and why people 
are interested in these modernized adaptations in the first place will reveal the porous divide 
between content producer and content audience. 
First we could ask what the production reasons are for selecting nineteenth century texts 
to adapt and modernize. There is a selective process at work for the authors themselves, where 
the source texts are not a simple recreation of a historical moment, but a singular creation that 
speaks to their own interaction with contemporary issues. The adaptive creators then select, 
restructure, ignore, or add to the source text in order to speak to the modern moment. While each 
work discussed interacts with the source material in significant ways, with an intentional 
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statement on the contemporary moment, they each reflect a flawed political and social 
consciousness. However, these works demonstrate an important engagement with the source 
material of behalf of the creators, opening discussion up to the viewer to contend with these 
same issues and arrive at potentially beneficial conclusions.  
There is an economic motivation for the content creators, where the “relevancy” of a 
specific text may indicate greater profitability. However, the sheer amount of texts from different 
eras that can be mined for cultural relevance means that there must be reasons to adapt these 
specific works beyond simple profitability: they must have ensnared the creative capabilities of 
the creators. The creators of Bride and Prejudice, Lost in Austen, and Sherlock found adapting 
these nineteenth century novels an intriguing possibility, approaching the canon characters and 
plots and restructuring them to behave in a modern environment. This means the creators 
constantly make statements of identity and what it means to be a product of ones’ time, and the 
possibilities and pitfalls expressed within the historical moment of the text, and how they relate 
to the modern era.  It is important to note that these creators are not making unmediated 
statements, but that they exist within an economic socio-political context that determines what 
material can be included. However, this does not relieve creator’s responsibility from failures of 
representation – where the pervasiveness of media demands that people find their identities 
within their cultural product, and where the increasing opportunities for interaction between (and 
blurring of) producer and consumer means creators view the responses of viewers. Furthermore, 
the cultural relevancy of texts is not determined by simple audience demand, but by deliberate 
promotion by both literary companies, as well as the film and television industry.  
It is also important to note that the content creators do not just access the source canon, 
but the respective cultural franchises that have developed around Jane Austen and Doyle’s 
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Sherlock Holmes. The distinction here seems fine, but it is an important one: Jane Austen’s 
works are approached not only as a singular text, but as representative of an Austenian lifestyle 
in the Regency era, and adaptations situate themselves simultaneously in context to this 
Austenian style, and to the other entries into the Austenian cultural lexicon. With Sherlock 
Holmes, Doyle’s other works are not typically referenced, and indeed the author himself is 
largely circumvented, in part because of his deliberate separation from the texts. There is also the 
popular approach of John Watson as the actual author of the stories, and Doyle his helpful 
“literary agent.” In contrast, Sherlock Holmes stories from other authors are supplemental canon, 
ignored or deliberately incorporated to fit creator’s readings of Sherlock Holmes and to prove 
their knowledge of the Holmes franchise, such as the reveal in Sherlock of Sherlock’s full name 
as William Sherlock Scott Holmes, which is a reference to Barring-Gould’s “biography” of 
Holmes.3 The Sherlock writers Steven Moffat, Mark Gatiss, and Steven Thompson are involved 
with the layering of canon, further texts, film and television adaptations, historical fan reactions 
and communities, modern communities, presumed “necessities” within the cultural lexicon to a 
range of “knowledgeable” fans, their personal engagement with these elements, and their 
deliberate referencing and additions to the surrounding franchise. However, influential film critic 
Andre Bazin’s finding that characters of Monte Cristo and Les Miserables “have become part of 
a mythology existing outside of the novels” (53), can undoubtedly be extended to Pride and 
Prejudice and Sherlock Holmes. 
For Bride & Prejudice, Lost in Austen, and Sherlock, there are intensely diegetic issues, 
such as how the characters and plot are set up by the original author, and how that is transported 
into modernity by the adaptive creators. There are also the extradiegetic issues each creator 
                                                          
3 See William Stuart Baring-Gould’s novel Sherlock Holmes of Baker Street: A Life of the World's First Consulting 
Detective, 1962. Here, Bring-Gould claims that Holmes’ full name is William Sherlock Scott Holmes. 
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contends with: what it means to position their adaptation into the cultural field of literary 
adaptations and to stake claims, through production choices and readings of source material, on 
contemporary issues of political and social identities. Furthermore, viewers interact with the 
content and change it through these interactions.  
Starting with Bride & Prejudice will allow examination of Chadha’s engagement with 
postcolonial adaptations and the social and political issues involved. The series Lost in Austen 
will prove interesting in show creators’ deliberate approach to the cultural position Jane Austen 
and contemporary issues. The title itself is an interesting gesture, where the specific work Pride 
and Prejudice is not named. Instead, the miniseries title invites the viewers to experience the 
entirety of Austen, as an author and as a cultural franchise. Finally, Steven Moffat and Mark 
Gatiss’ Sherlock is situated within the cultural franchise of Doyle’s Sherlock Holmes. As 
Sherlock has risen commercially and critically – as the profiles of those involved grow larger and 
larger – it is impossible to separate the world of Sherlock from the world that Sherlock exists in. 
Putting these texts in conversation allows the layered nature of diegetic, extradiegetic, producer, 
consumer, nostalgia and postcolonialism, to demonstrate how different adaptations from the 
nineteenth century explore the issue of identity.  
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Chapter Two 
Bride & Prejudice and Transnationalism  
 
“It is a truth universally acknowledged that a single man, in possession of a good 
fortune, must be in want of a wife.”  
- Jane Austen, Pride & Prejudice 
“All mothers think that any single guy with big bucks must be shopping for a wife.”  
-Lalita Bakshi, Bride & Prejudice, 2004 
 
The Elizabeth Bennet character, Lalita Bakshi, gives a specifically updated twist on the 
iconic opening line of Pride & Prejudice in director Gurinder Chadha’s 2004 film Bride & 
Prejudice. This moment is characteristic of the complex position of Bride & Prejudice, where 
Chadha simultaneously references the canonical text of Austen’s novel, as well as the 
expectations of the viewing audience. Chadha also contemporizes the text, not only through 
updated language, but through the hypertextuality and intended transnational nature of this 
statement. In "Jane Austen Meets Gurinder Chadha,” Christine Geraghty writes that Lalita “fits 
the persona established for Austen’s heroines over a number of adaptations – that of a modern, 
independent-minded young woman who will not be bound by the conventions of the day,” as 
well as a now “familiar British stereotype” about “modern young Asian women resisting the 
expectations of her parents and the restrictions of domestic life” (165). It is significant that in this 
quote, the exasperated Lalita speaks about “all mothers,” presenting the expectations of her 
South Asian mother as a global experience. This speaks to the globalization of the South Asian 
diaspora and Chadha’s understanding of Pride and Prejudice as a transnational work. 
Furthermore, as this quote appears in the opening scene, it demonstrates Chadha’s quick 
introduction of postcolonial issues between the East and West. Here, Chadha criticizes current 
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treatment of Indian females, both diegetically in Indian cinema and extradiegetically in Indian 
culture.  
Furthermore, the single men ultimately meant by this quote are Balraj, a wealthy expat-
Indian living in Britain, and William Darcy, a wealthy American in the hotel business looking to 
expand. Oliete Aldea finds that Bride & Prejudice is a reworking “into a metaphor of the re-
emergence of past prejudices in contemporary encounters of Eastern and Western cultures” 
(“Brides against Prejudice” 137). Chadha’s diegetic and extradiegetic postcolonial commentary, 
and positioning of Bride & Prejudice as a transnational work, can be examined through Leitch’s 
relevant categories of adaptations, which are celebration, adjustment, revisions, colonization, and 
parody and pastiche. These categories reveal the deliberate social and political messages of the 
film, as well as its failings.  
Bride & Prejudice does not fall within Leitch’s first category of celebration, as Chadha 
deliberately positions her film in the postcolonial wave of adaptations. Leitch describes the 
category of celebration as “adaptations that impute to their literary sources powers beyond their 
own,” and the subcategory of curatorial adaptations4 as those “that subordinate whatever specific 
resources they find in cinema to the attempt to preserve their original texts as faithfully as 
possible” (96).  Leitch writes of the BBC miniseries adaptations of Austen’s novels, where in 
“using stage-trained performers in both series, the BBC seeks to preserve…transcriptions of each 
of her six completed novels” (96). In contrast, Chadha uses the production of Bride & Prejudice 
to demonstrate the postcolonial nature of her work. Chadha does not attempt to replicate 
Austen’s novels, or even the structure of other adaptations. Instead, understanding of East and 
West international relations can be seen in the microcosm of the attitude of the actors and the 
production of the film. In an interview with Gayle MacDonald, Chadha states that “Everything 
                                                          
4For Leitch, besides curatorial adaptations, there are also the subcategories of replication and homage (96). 
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was a negotiation between Bollywood and Hollywood," where "It was up to me how East and 
how West we went. The actors had to learn how to work together and that was bloody 
fascinating….The Americans thought they were better than the Indians, while the Brits felt 
superior to the whole pack.” Therefore, it is Chadha’s own vision that positioned the film in post-
colonial territory, where her personal interventions successful navigated the present prejudices. 
Furthermore, the star-status of Aishwarya Rai as Lalita draws “on her position as a very 
rich young woman who controls her own destiny” in India, meaning that elements of her 
character are taken from sources besides the source text and other adaptations (Geraghty 165). 
Chadha does not try for fidelity to a literary text, indicatory of the first wave of adaptation, or 
aim for a “legitimate” film with independent aesthetic value. Instead, the director approaches 
Bride & Prejudice as a holistic opportunity to negotiate identity through the actual act of 
adaptation. Chadha’s use of extradiegetic material can also be seen in the authorial connection 
between Pride and Prejudice and the material of Bride & Prejudice. Hopkins observes that 
Austen “did in fact have a strong family connection with [India]…. may serve to remind us that 
the historical Jane Austen’s quiet corner of Hampshire was not as cut off from the wider world as 
we might suppose, and indeed in some ways an Indian setting ought to prove particularly 
sympathetic to film adaptations of Jane Austen, since Indian dating and behavioral conventions, 
both in real life and in films, adhere to a positively Austenian sense of decorum” (14). This 
demonstrates an important reasoning in content creators choosing a nineteenth century work to 
adapt, where the basic production challenge of approaching a work, both in production choices 
and cinematic and cultural environment, allows political and social statements to be made.  
Leitch’s adjustment category is also applicable, which is described as “the most common 
approach” to adaptation (98). For Leitch, in order to compress a novel into a feature-length film, 
18 
 
both in expected time-frame and cinematic conventions, there is a “great deal of systematic 
elision and omission” (99). In Bride & Prejudice, Chadha chooses, as many adaptions of Pride 
and Prejudice do, to focus on the romance of the Elizabeth and Darcy, or Lalita and Darcy. In an 
interview with Hindol Sengupta, Chadha explains this selection with “Essentially, the novel is 
about the pride and the prejudices of a small town but a proud girl and a snooty, upper class and 
misunderstood man and how they misunderstand and are yet fascinated by each other," 
continuing with "That to me is a lot like America and India and the changing relations between 
the two greatest democracies in the world -- America a world power and India, proud and full of 
aspirations and growing fast." The romantic blocks in Austen’s plot are intentionally layered 
with these international relations. As Sengupta writes, when Darcy, “the only name kept intact 
from the book, is dismissive about the heat, pollution and corruption in India, Lalita 
Bakshi…gives an impassioned defense,” which for Chadha “tells a lot about the ties between the 
two countries and how they are negotiating their spaces. The film is apparently about love but it's 
also an international debate about what progress really means and how important traditions and 
culture are -- and the definition of civilized." Therefore, by focusing the narrative on Darcy and 
Lalita’s romance, Chadha is simultaneously making the relationship between America and India 
a central part to the film.  
 Leitch also describes when an adaptation superimposes “more or less explicitly 
identified coauthors on the material,” with influences such as house style (100-101).  Geraghty 
summarizes the international production of the film as “made in three continents, funded in part 
by the British film Council and co-produced by Miramax,” offering an “extreme…layering of 
references on which intertextuality depends” (163). Studio conventions are very present in the 
intentional Bollywood characteristics of Bride & Prejudice, demonstrated by Chadha’s 
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utilization of Bollywood. In her interview with Sengupta, Chadha states “I love the images of 
Bollywood -- the color, the positive messages, the happiness. I'm carrying all this to the world,” 
later stating that  "My films are seen by more people than Hindi films from Bollywood, so I am 
playing a greater role in spreading the message about Indian culture." This role is intimately 
connected to her status as an immigrant, and those other people in the South Asian diaspora, as 
demonstrated by her statement in the Sengupta interview that "Some people try to cheapen this 
experience. But I am very proud…I was born in Kenya, grew up in Britain -- where Indians have 
formed their own little Indias. There is no pining for a homeland in India because that is home." 
It is important to note that Chadha, to achieve this melding of East and West, is very selective of 
the elements of Bollywood that she includes: the 122 minute run-time is far short of the 
Bollywood standard, and the film is largely in English, excepting certain musical numbers. As 
Lisa Hopkins writes, “the way in which indigenous Indian performance styles are played off 
against imported British ones” demonstrates “a smartly sophisticated awareness of the traditions 
of Bollywood and the many ways in which they differ from those of Hollywood” (106). Here, 
then, the extradiegetic elements of actor choice (as also seen in Lalita’s casting), and acting 
styles, represents onscreen and off-screen tension, not only in terms of America and India, but 
between the cinematic traditions themselves. Furthermore, it is also worth interrogating, as this 
film is funded in part by the British film council, whether this acts as an endorsement of 
Chadha’s views, where “Indian-ness” can be fully achieved outside of India, both through 
physical immigration and use of cinematic practices. 
Chadha’s use of adjustment and deliberate rewriting is also viewed in the interactions 
between Darcy and his Indian companions Balraj and Kiran, who live in England and do not 
seem to consider India home. Balraj tells the work-obsessed Darcy to stop focusing on his job, 
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and then says to Kiran “you stop being such a coconut. This is our dear, dear motherland. Enjoy 
it,” where the term coconut implies that she is acting “white” on the inside. Kiran quickly replies 
“The only thing India's good for is losing weight.” From the exaggerated “dear, dear 
motherland,” it is evident that Balraj also participates in, as Oliete Aldea writes, internalized 
British prejudice, especially those of the upper class (“Transnational Journey” 176). Here, 
Chadha “satirizes the behavior of those Indians from the diaspora who identify themselves with 
that traditional, chauvinist and supercilious and even racist British attitude” (“Transnational 
Journey” 176). Chadha cleverly uses Austen’s plot, which has a colonial basis, to emphasize this 
point. First, the textual Caroline Bingley’s disdain for Elizabeth Bennet, the Bennet family, and 
the family’s class is given an extra layer in Chadha’s film. The Caroline character, Kiran, does 
not only belittle Lalita’s social position, but her Indian-ness, as when she says “Indians here have 
a lot more free time.” However, in this exchange, it is Lalita defending her culture that impresses 
Darcy. Furthermore, in the novel, Bingley is kept from marrying Jane by Darcy’s advice, over-
reliant on his friend to determine his happiness. When this happens between Balraj and Jaya, it is 
layered with the intentions of Darcy’s Americanism and prejudice. Chadha uses and enhances 
Austen’s plot to explore international relationships and issues of the South Asian diaspora.  
  Leitch’s category of revision adaptation, where the creators seeks “to rewrite the 
original, not simply improve the ending or point out its contemporary relevance” (106), is also 
very applicable to Bride & Prejudice. Leitch writes that revision makes the reassessment of the 
past “necessary,” and that revisions aim to alter both the text and the “spirit” of a literary source 
(106-107). This adaptation, as Hopkins writes, at points completely contradicts not only the logic 
and events of Austen’s work, but even the culture that the film is situated in (116). This is 
demonstrated most perfectly when “Lakhi, the Lydia figure, does not marry the man who appears 
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to have seduced her, but instead returns to the family home” (116). Although Chadha may be 
pulling on the dual “Austenian decorum,” she rewrites gender relations and expectations in order 
to create feminist agency for her character. Chadha’s revision of the work is also seen in 
“William Darcy,” as he is the only character to retain his name from the source text (or nearly, as 
the novel’s character is Fitzwilliam Darcy). This acts as both as a point of recognition to the 
novel and the reminder of Darcy’s white, rich, colonial roots. Although Chadha recasts Darcy as 
a wealthy American, which emphasizes the contemporary global interactions between America 
and India, the name Darcy shows that America and England are not divorced from their colonial 
pasts.  
Significantly, this film also works in the adaption category of colonization, which Leitch 
describes as seeing “progenitor texts as vessels to be filled with new meanings” (109). He 
continues with “any new content is fair game, whether it develops meanings implicit in the 
earlier text, amounts to an ideological critique of that text, or goes off in another direction 
entirely.” Chadha uses dance in the film to illustrate “the subtle ways in which Austen's text 
invites destabilized readings of race and gender” (Wilson 326). Dances and the act of dancing are 
crucial elements to Jane Austen’s Pride and Prejudice, and is an established part of heritage 
cinema. Heritage cinema emphasizes these moments in apparent nostalgia for a restrained but 
meaningful negotiation of relationships. To use Hopkins’ term, “Austenian decorum” transcends 
direct or indirect adaptations of her work, but is used hypertextually by content creators. As 
Rajeswari Sunder Rajan finds, this allows ‘us to prove the complicit relationship between 
patriarchy and capitalism in transitional societies’ (qtd in “Transnational Journey” 172). 
Therefore, the culture of Austenian references not only positions Bride & Prejudice in relation to 
the novel and other filmic adaptations, but all content that references Austen, as well as the 
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resulting production practices and critical, commercial, and individual reactions.5 Leitch writes 
that the colonialization of Pride & Prejudice in Bride & Prejudice may have received more 
enthusiastic reviews than Mira Nair’s “postcolonial adaptation of Vanity Fair (2004), 
which…introduced many Indian motifs and incorporated three Bollywood-influenced dance 
numbers,” in part because “its outrageously stylized production was perceived as less a threat to 
an Austen establishment already sated by curatorial BBC adaptations” (109). This demonstrates 
that the postcolonial status of Bride & Prejudice does not exist independently, but is judged in 
relationship to other adaptations. Therefore, the diegetic dancing and the extradiegetic 
interpretation must be considered in order to understand the colonization category. 
Diegetically, Chadha uses the dance numbers, like Austen, to move forward the plot, but 
also to explore the interpersonal and international relationships between characters. As Cheryl 
Wilson notes, in Austen’s text, Sir William Lucas admires the social polish of the evening to 
Darcy, who replies “Every savage can dance” (326). In Chadha’s film, during a traditional Indian 
wedding, Darcy asks Lalita to dance in what he intends to be a self-depreciating and disarming 
manner with "I’m a hopeless dancer, but…this looks like you just screw in a light bulb with one 
hand, you pet the dog with the other." An offended Lalita replies, "I think you should find 
someone simple and traditional to teach you to dance like the natives.” Wilson writes that this 
“speaks directly to Jane Austen's Mr. Darcy by illustrating how the dances of non-Western 
cultures (both in the nineteenth century and today) are as complex and embedded in social rituals 
as the country dances found in the English ballroom” (326). The exchange also acts as a way for 
Lalita, the modern Indian woman, to confront the prejudices of American imperialism, 
demonstrating Chadha’s use of feminism in connection to postcolonialism. However, this social 
                                                          
5 The use of individual instead of national is important here, as Chadha deliberately questions the inherent nature of 
nationhood and identity. 
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and political message is not quite complete. Importantly, Hopkins observes that Lalita’s 
“apparent impassioned defense of India is qualified by the fact that we are so clearly supposed to 
read it in terms of Elizabeth’s reflexive antagonism to Darcy” (127).  
Chadha does not only manipulate Austenian dance and heritage cinema, but the 
Bollywood genre as well. As Cheryl Wilson notes, during the musical dance number “A 
Marriage Has Come to Town,” a group of hijras, defined by Declan Walsh as "South Asia's 
ancient and secretive community of transsexuals, hermaphrodites and eunuchs” –  join the 
celebration (qtd on 328). Wilson continues with “Like Austen, Chadha depicts a celebration of 
heterosexual union and cultural tradition, while simultaneously destabilizing the institution 
through the presence of the hijras, who are a common feature at South Asian weddings” (328). 
This representation is notable, as Oliete Aldea finds that it disrupts “the dominant patriarchal 
hetero-normativity of mainstream Indian films” (“Transnational Journeys” 177). Chadha’s 
inclusion of hijras is positive representation, but Chadha falls short of including any queer 
characters of depth in her plot, consigning them to the parameters. This does not discount the 
subversive quality of Chadha’s work in her Bollywood, Hollywood, and heritage blend, but 
demonstrates that there is a lot of room for improvement in the genre. Oliete Aldea also writes 
that, unlike in most Bollywood films, the female characters of Bride & Prejudice have dominant, 
agency-fueled roles (“Brides against Prejudices” 137). Roles of women in the film do not simply 
reflect Austen’s novel, as demonstrated by Lakhi’s changed ending, but also Chadha’s position 
as a hybrid filmmaker.  
Finally, Chadha’s use of dance in the film could be criticized for masking deeper 
examination of postcolonial issues. Hopkins finds that Chadha blatantly addresses western views 
of India in Lalita’s impassioned speeches, yet she never directly addresses the race of Darcy, 
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described by Hopkins as “a deafening silence” (117). Mrs. Bakshi does say of Darcy “Shame 
he’s not Indian though,” but Hopkins claims that “questions of potential tensions in this marriage 
is not tackled head on, but in fact seems comprehensively fudged when a multiracial chorus all in 
blue sing” in the fantasy sequence where Lalita and Darcy fall in love (119). Hopkins writes that 
this uniformity is “apparently intended to distract” from the difference in ethnicities, “and to 
suggest the possibility of a harmony that would be unlikely to prevail in real life” (119). 
Furthermore, the Bollywood convention of the musical itself is supposed to shield the viewer 
from understanding the deep rifts that still exist. 
Bride & Prejudice can also be explored in Leitch’s adaptive categories of parody and 
pastiche. Leitch describes parody as “designed to satirize its models,” and the more frequent of 
the two (116). Pastiche has not been defined satisfactorily for Leitch, but he cites the findings of 
Fredric Jameson, where pastiche is postmodern practice without the humor or deliberate satire of 
parody (116).  Leitch writes that Austen is not often parodied, as “comic novels are not obvious 
targets,” which explains in part how Chadha’s work more closely relates to pastiche (117). In 
“Transnational Journey,” Oliete Aldea writes that Chadha’s work can be seen as an “homage to 
Austen’s ironic representation of her own society that can easily be adapted to other times and 
places,” as well as “criticism of past prejudices in new contexts, by its combination or pastiche of 
different generic conventions” (172). The first stance of Bride & Prejudice as a “homage” 
simplifies, as described by Oliete Aldea, the position of this work as a transnational film 
exploring the South Asian diaspora (171). However, Oliete Aldea writes that the second 
understanding is related to the “hybridization of three cinematic traditions – heritage cinema, 
Hollywood and Bollywood – which are closely associated with distinctive national cultures: 
British, U.S. American and Indian” (172). Oliete Aldea describes cinematic genres as constantly 
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evolving, linked in transnational cinema to the process of identity in nations. This is fitting, as 
nations “are continuous struggles between competing marginal and central discourses that may 
evolve dialectically towards new hybrid orders” (“Transnational Journey” 173). As Oliete Aldea 
writes, Chadha uses Bride & Prejudice to hybridize the cinematic genres and national identity 
categories (“Transnational Journey” 173).  
Oliete Aldea connects the category of heritage cinema to 1980s British cultural 
environment of Thatcherism, where discourse and the resulting films had a nostalgic presentation 
of a past that related the terms ‘“British” to “white” and “Empire”’ (“Transnational Journey” 
174). Oliete Aldea finds there is pastiche of heritage cinema in the contemporized and globalized 
elements of Chadha’s film, such as the establishing shot of Darcy’s development in LA as a 
reference to “the impressive façade of Pemberley” in the 1995 BBC miniseries. There are also 
the Bollywood style dance sequences, which include the characteristic portrayal of the upper 
class splendor through attention to setting detail, as well as camera angles that follow the precise 
choreography (“Transnational Journey” 174). However, Chadha subverts the notion of heritage 
as nationally and ethnically based, where the temporal and spatial displacement of Austen’s 
material demonstrates that her works “not only form part of the British heritage, but they have 
been inherited by people from other cultural backgrounds” (“Transnational Journey” 175). This 
is distinctly postcolonial, deconstructing binaries of colonizer and colonized, and noting that 
although power structures must be confronted; there is no clear “ownership” of culture.  
Olite Aldea then writes that Chadha pastiches Bollywood and Hollywood cinema. 
Chadha deliberately includes, as discussed, characteristic elements of Bollywood, and relates 
Indian cinema to Hollywood through the format of “the romantic plot and happy ending” 
(“Transnational Journey” 175). However, the interracial marriage of Lalita and Darcy “subverts 
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the long-standing avoidance of portraying heterosexual interracial romances in positive terms in 
both Hollywood and Bollywood traditions” (“Transnational Journey” 175). According to Oliete 
Aldea, Hollywood cinematic tradition often uses interracial romance to affirm power 
relationships between the East and West, and Bollywood cinema often avoids the issue or uses 
the romance to represent “good, traditional, national values” (“Transnational Journey” 175). 
Chadha instead confronts miscegenation fears and subverts traditional power relationships, as in 
Bride & Prejudice “a Western man abandons his country and questions his culture to follow his 
Indian bride to her country and accept her traditions” (“Transnational Journey” 175).  This 
valuation of Lalita’s agency and equality in the relationship also further demonstrates the films 
stance as a feminist work.   
While Chadha uses parody and pastiche subversively, framing her film in postcolonial, 
feminist terms, it is not free of issues. As Hopkin’s writes, the significance of the mother-in-law 
in Indian marriages, demonstrated for Hopkins when Jaya greets Balraj’s mother, “makes 
Darcy’s aggressive mother a real threat, and far more menacing than Lady Catherine de Burgh, 
who is merely Darcy’s aunt” (123). As Wilson finds, “the affinity shared by Darcy and Lalita as 
individuals, of course, suggests nothing but a happy marriage, but the practical aspects remain 
troubling,” including how their families negotiate culture in raising children (330). Furthermore, 
Hopkins claims that Chadha’s “anxiety” to minimize “any possible barriers to marriages such as 
those of Lalita and Darcy and to stress an essential compatibility between the two very different 
communities,” leads her to downplay very real continuing racism (125). Furthermore, unlike 
Elizabeth Bennet, who was culturally expected to take on the role of wife and mother, how does 
their similar ending translate to Lalita’s strong stance as an independent Indian woman? Hopkins 
asks what Lalita wants to do with her life, outside of these roles. 
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Adaptations, even contemporizations, of Pride and Prejudice are plentiful. Unlike other 
adaptations, such as Bridget Jones’ Diary (2001) and Lost in Austen (2008), which is to be 
examined next, Chadha’s film “completely dislocated the story in spatial terms” (Oliete Aldea, 
“Transnational Journey” 172). Locating the story largely in India, with brief inclusions of Britain 
and America geographically, allowed Chadha to firmly situate her film as third-wave 
postcolonial and question postcolonial political and social identities. The three locations directly 
reference the three film styles of Bollywood, heritage cinema, and Hollywood – simultaneously 
situating Bride & Prejudice as a transnational film of the South Asian diaspora while 
demonstrating the interconnectedness of seemingly distinct cinematic forms. Bollywood is a 
global phenomenon, Oliete Aldea writes, where there is not simple movement of content from 
East to West, but instead India’s “liberalization of the economy has promoted transnational 
cooperation in the film industry” (“Brides against Prejudice” 135). Furthermore, Bollywood 
directors intentionally hybridize their films to reach a wider audience, and “the economic 
influence of the Indian diaspora in their home country” means that directors are not only South 
Asian diaspora audience, but accessing the themes of their experiences (“Brides against 
Prejudices” 135; 136). As hybrid films access the “slang and emotions of India,” Bollywood is 
reaching out towards hybrid cinema (Thussu 2008 qtd in Oliete Aldea “Brides against 
Prejudices” 135). Chadha’s is not just a film of the South Asian diaspora, mirroring production 
styles and recreating national boundaries, but is a force of change within global film productions. 
Bride & Prejudice is important for its deliberately postcolonial content and how it represents an 
examination and challenge of historical colonialism and its continuing presence. Its creation and 
distribution is also significant for actively negotiating transnational identities.  
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Oliete Aldea writes that “Jane Austen is a symbol of English letters, however, because of 
historical reasons, canonical English literature forms part of the cultural background of formally 
colonized people as well” (“Transnational Journey” 173). For Chadha, the actual act of 
adaptation is postcolonial. By displacing her story spatially as well as temporally, Chadha crafts 
a story unique to both Lost in Austen and Sherlock. Chadha’s can confront contemporary 
identities in a range of cultures, and how those cultures have been affected by the same colonial 
history that dictate British nineteenth century works as “classics.”  
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Chapter Three 
Lost in Austen, Navigation of Nostalgia, and Negotiation of Feminism 
 
“It is a truth, generally acknowledged, that we are all longing to escape. I escape, 
always, into my favorite book, Pride and Prejudice. I’ve read it so many times now, 
the words just say themselves in my head, and it’s like a window opening. It’s like 
I’m actually there. It’s become a place I know so – intimately, I can see that world – 
I can touch it. I can see Darcy.  
Woah, Amanda. Now, where was I?” 
-Amanda Price, Lost in Austen, 2008 
 
Lost in Austen (2008) begins with this voice over by Amanda Price, a contemporary 
woman, while she reads Pride and Prejudice. Director Dan Zeff cuts in hazy clips of a Regency 
ball, a silhouetted man on horseback, and the back of Mr. Darcy, superimposed with Austen’s 
text. Amanda, played by Jemima Rooper, is then shown in Regency dress, walking down a 
manicured garden lane toward Darcy’s famous profile, as played by Elliot Cowan. Amanda and 
the viewer anticipate him finally turning around, but before that can happen, Amanda snaps the 
book shut, forcibly returning herself to her real world. There are several intertextual layers at 
play in this opening. Like Chadha, Zeff references audience expectations through the use of this 
opening line. However, by making it the first dialogue of the series, just as the original version 
opens Austen’s work, Zeff is binding Lost in Austen directly to Pride and Prejudice as a text and 
to the chronologically unfolding plot points. Furthermore, while Chadha contemporizes this line 
through colloquial language and cultural values, Amanda’s line is deliberately phrased to reflect 
Austen’s original. This emphasizes Amanda’s familiarity with the text, and thus, her apparent 
placement outside of Austen’s canon. However, Amanda Price is not only a representation of the 
“modern” Austen fan. Her name references the Austen’s heroine Fanny Price from Mansfield 
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Park. As Amanda is the protagonist of the Lost in Austen miniseries, and as she replaces 
Elizabeth Bennet in the plot of Pride and Prejudice, Amanda is being deliberately presented into 
Austenian canon as a modern heroine.  
Second, the layering of now-typical Regency images is a clever use of heritage cinema, 
demonstrating Leitch’s category of celebration. As previously written, Leitch describes 
celebrations as “adaptations that impute to their literary sources powers beyond their own,” and 
the subcategory of curatorial adaptations as those “that subordinate whatever specific resources 
they find in cinema to the attempt to preserve their original texts as faithfully as possible” (96). 
Leitch cites the BBC 1995 miniseries, starring Colin Firth as Fitzwilliam Darcy and Jennifer 
Ehle as Elizabeth Bennet, as an example of the BBC’s attempt to preserve Austen’s works (96). 
Interestingly, Lost in Austen is not really a celebration of Austen’s text, but of the culture of 
Austen. In a behind the scenes featurette, Dan Zeff states “this should be the real Jane Austen 
that we’ve seen, other versions, and there’s a sense in which other people, including Amanda, 
think that it’s just the case of putting on a bonnet…and we wanted this to feel a bit more 
authentic.” Zeff demonstrates here the inextricable presence of “other versions,” like the 1995 
BBC series, and the desire to recreate the precise imagery of heritage cinema in order to fulfill 
Amanda and the audience’s expectations, but to also aim for a greater “authenticity” to Georgian 
times.  
However, as Alice Ridout writes in Contemporary Women Look Back, Lost in Austen 
makes self-conscious references to both the style and the popularity of the BBC series, which 
seems to acknowledge “indebtedness” (Ridout 125). When Darcy reveals his love for Amanda, 
she replies “Will you do something for me?” In the next shot, Darcy is shown slowly emerging 
from the lake, recreating the infamous lake scene with Colin Firth in the 1995 series. Amanda, 
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enjoying the view, presumably along with the viewer, states “I am having a bit of a strange post-
modern moment here.” Importantly, in "The Nineteenth-Century Novel on Film: Jane Austen", 
Linda Troost writes that the 1995 BBC miniseries is a fusion of heritage and entertainment needs 
that stayed faithful to Austen’s plot and ending while bringing the sexual tension of the main 
couple to the surface, most notably done in its famous invented scene where “Darcy dives into a 
pond at Pemberley as if to cool his ardour.” When Amanda asks Darcy to recreate Firth’s 
performance, Lost in Austen is not simply referencing the iconic moment of the BBC series, 
gesturing toward the resulting “Austenmania,” or attempting to draw similar attention with 
another brooding Darcy in a clinging see-through shirt. Lost in Austen also deliberately styles 
this moment as heritage style cinema. Troost writes that the loving attention on period settings, 
sweeping landscapes harkening back to pastoral England, and carefully selected costumes and 
props found in purely heritage adaptations like the 1979 BBC Pride and Prejudice, seems to 
confer “moral value upon their possessors through the power of age, beauty, and association with 
upper-class culture,” which is fitting, as “Austen does exactly this in her novel.” The creators do 
not place this moment in contemporary London, but instead on the picturesque grounds of 
Pemberley, where the connection to the 1995 BBC series and heritage cinema is made most 
evident. 
Lost in Austen’s celebration of Austenian culture is indicative of the way social and 
political identities are explored in the miniseries. It is also important to note that, unlike Bride & 
Prejudice, Lost in Austen was not produced by and is not regarded as the vision of one key 
individual. Chadha draws on the film styles of Bollywood, heritage cinema, and Hollywood, and 
adheres to certain narrative techniques, such as exploring emotions through Bollywood musical 
numbers. Ultimately, however, Chadha uses these styles and production practices to produce her 
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own vision of a postcolonial, poststructuralist Pride and Prejudice in order to explore the South 
Asian diaspora. However, there is no such singular push in ITV’s miniseries. While the creators 
undoubtedly have visions for their work, there does not seem to be an individual message they 
are attempting to communicate. This could be in part due to normalization of a British adaptation 
of classic works, where there is not a similar interrogation into their purposes as there was for 
Chadha. This, in consideration with what Ridout refers to as “self-conscious” connection to other 
adaptations, notably the 1995 miniseries and the 2005 film by Joe Wright (125), we can consider 
Lost in Austen as in a specific relationship with British media, and the social and political 
identities constructed can be understood in those terms. 
Finally, Leitch found that a celebration “can pose as a liberation of material the original 
text had to suppress or repress” (98), which is demonstrated in Lost in Austen  in the Mr. Collins 
character. In “From Pride and Prejudice to Lost in Austen and Back Again: Reading Television 
Reading Novels,” Claire Grogan writes that the in “fantasy” of Zeff’s self-described “adaption 
fantasy”, there is “a triangulation between our reading of Austen’s novel, our viewing of film 
adaptations, and our fantasies about Pride and Prejudice” (302). When reading Pride and 
Prejudice, “Austen’s implicit repugnance to Mr Collins” is clear, where the ridiculousness of his 
character is heightened by the position of relative authority he holds over the clever women in 
the novel (Grogan 303). The prospect of marrying such a mix of oblivious sycophancy and 
pompousness evokes disgust in the female reader and sympathy for the Bennet’s position. The 
1995 BBC miniseries and the 2005 film adaptation have presented the clear image of a 
diminutive Mr. Collins, and have compounded Austen’s writing to prepare the audience to 
dislike Lost in Austen’s Mr. Collins, as played by Guy Henry, as soon as he appears on screen. In 
a distinct contrast, Grogan notes that Henry is considerably taller than his onscreen predecessors, 
33 
 
emphasizing the dominating presence he holds as a male in this eighteenth century world. In the 
second episode, upon meeting him, Amanda states “Collins, on the page, okay, he's pretty bad. In 
the flesh, he's all-time king of the mingers. He squeezes himself through his trouser pocket. You 
know the thing men do when they think you can't see? And then he sniffs his fingers!” Here, 
writer Guy Andrews and Zeff “liberate” Austen’s text, linking easy male ownership and 
sexuality more explicitly than Austen could have done. The treatment of Mr. Collins is fully 
triangulated when, in defiance of social protocols, Amanda knees Mr. Collins in the groin at the 
Netherfield Ball. Grogan writes that this acts as a fantasy of readers and viewers (303). Although 
evidently a social faux paus that seems to throw the story further from the canon, that “one small 
knee jerk by Amanda [is] one giant gesture on behalf of silenced and oppressed eighteenth 
century women” (Grogan 303). The creators of Lost in Austen, through celebration, demonstrate 
the drastically unequal gender rights that were at play during the time-period of Jane Austen’s 
novel.  
It is perhaps more important, however, that they do not relegate these inequalities to the 
past.  In ‘“Completely without Sense”: Lost in Austen,’ Laurie Kaplan compares Mr. Collins and 
Amanda’s disappointing boyfriend, writing “Why does Amanda put up with this man? Perhaps it 
is for the same reason that the Bennet girls have to put up with Mr. Collins: he is marriageable” 
(245). As in the world of Elizabeth Bennet, Amanda is pressured to marry a man because he 
offers security, or, as Amanda’s mother states, is someone to “help you on with your coat when 
you're 70.” Although Amanda is economically independent and not a victim to the particularities 
of English entail law as Pride and Prejudice’s protagonist is, the security offered by a man is still 
regarded as more important than any “standards” Amanda may have. Separated by 200 years, 
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Amanda and Elizabeth are bound by gender inequalities, and connected narratively by their 
slightly unsatisfying endings.  
What does it mean that Amanda goes to the past to “free” herself from the modern world 
and dating practices, despite the demonstrably more strict gender roles in the past? Kaplan cites 
Roland White’s review, where he asks “Is there something about the modern world that repels 
us?” (245). In Lost in Austen, the answer is “yes.” Amanda does not simply make the decision to 
stay with Darcy, but to stay in Georgian England. The viewer is meant to encourage Amanda’s 
decision, especially as her realization of her love is meant to mirror the progression of 
Elizabeth’s love for Darcy. It is also supposed to be clear that Elizabeth Bennet “belongs” in 
contemporary London, as she is a progressive character within Austen’s text.  Elizabeth herself 
comments to Amanda “I was born out of time, Miss Price. Out of time and out of place.” 
However, Lost in Austen cannot satisfyingly place Amanda or Elizabeth in either time period. As 
Ridout writes, the endings include “the heterosexual union at the end for which Amanda gives up 
financial independence and the suppression of Elizabeth Bennet’s story” (140). The consequence 
of happy yet unsettling endings is important. As Ridout concludes “the feminist politics of 
getting ‘Lost in Austen’ are complex and contradictory. It can offer a nostalgic escape from the 
contemporary moment but it can also be an adventure into the past that encourages critical 
thinking about current gender relations and constructions of gendered identities” (142).  
Lost in Austen also operates within Leitch’s category of adjustment. Like Chadha, the 
creators of Lost in Austen compress the original text through systematic selection of elements of 
a novel, in order to focus on the heterosexual relationship between Darcy and the female 
protagonist. In this case, it is Amanda as the replacement Elizabeth. Unlike Chadha, who focused 
on the romance in order to explore the international relationship between America and India, the 
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creators of Lost in Austen largely focused on the tangled romantic plot-lines in order to discuss 
issues of gender. The creators use the complications of romantic plots to subvert Amanda’s, and 
perhaps the viewers, idealized view of Regency-era romance. As Grogan writes, “When Zeff 
binds Jane to Collins he draws attention to the realities of eighteenth-century courtship for 
women and denies us (albeit only temporarily) any escape from what would no doubt have been 
the sad reality” (303). Furthermore, while Jane eventually reaches relationship bliss, Charlotte 
Lucas’s ending as a missionary in Africa remains as an example of the harsh expectations for 
women. Outside of the Amanda and Darcy relationship, it could be argued that the heterosexual 
plotlines of Pride and Prejudice have been improved by Lost in Austen. Mr. and Mrs. Bennet 
now desire and respect one another, and Jane and Bingley, although removed from their families, 
express more agency in their relationship. Their effort to be together could be a corrective to 
Elizabeth’s statement in Pride and Prejudice that “I am happier even than Jane; she only smiles, 
I laugh,” intended to demonstrate that as the more active relationship, Elizabeth and Darcy’s 
marriage has a greater depth of passion. Through the manipulation of these plotlines, the creators 
of Lost in Austen seek to demonstrate the need for equality and respect in a heterosexual 
relationship.  
However, the creators fail to explore the potential of other relationships, ultimately 
deciding to pay homage to Austen’s Pride and Prejudice, instead of critiquing either the source 
text or the heteronormativity of the Georgian period. In the third episode, Caroline unequivocally 
states “the poetry of Sappho is the only music that shall ever touch my heart” and that she only 
pursues Darcy out of a sense of duty. Lost in Austen seems to reverse this claim with her attitude 
toward Wickham in the final episode. In this miniseries, Wickham is a clever and honorable 
character, and such a character in Austen’s texts would have reached a happy ending. The 
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creators of the series hint at a relationship between the scheming Wickham and Caroline: not 
entirely invalidating her lesbianism, but providing for an apparently more Austen-appropriate 
ending.  This tendency is further demonstrated by Lost in Austen’s revision of Pride and 
Prejudice. 
Unlike updates, for Leitch, revisions “seek to rewrite the original, not simply improve its 
ending or point out its contemporary relevance,” as well as make the reassessment of the past 
necessary (106). As in Bride & Prejudice, Lost in Austen changes the consequences of the Lydia 
and Wickham elopement. In Lost in Austen, Lydia runs away with Mr. Bingley to Hammersmith, 
which Amanda has lead them to believe her contemporary behavior is from. There is still the 
scandal of Lydia running away unmarried, but unlike in the text, Mr. Bennet confronts the 
problem directly. This, in part, translates to a more forthright marriage between the Bennets. It 
also serves as a catalyst for Mr. Bingley to finally take an active stance in his relationship with 
Jane, where he is willing to throw off social convention, procure her a divorce, and move to 
America. It is significant that Lost in Austen does not just seek to rewrite the plotline of the 
original, but the social conventions of Austen’s time. In the behind the scenes featurette, Zeff 
aims to display “the position of Georgian women in society, and sort of look at some of those 
themes, and the unspoken assumptions, I suppose, of Jane Austen’s world and her universe 
and…show how some of those would be less comfortable.” Amanda asks if Darcy cannot marry 
Caroline because she is “not a maid,” to which Darcy replies “Of course she is a maid. I cannot 
marry her because I do not love her.” This simultaneously recognizes the significance of 
“virginity” in Georgian society, and demonstrates the ability of Darcy to look beyond arbitrary, 
socially imposed rules and follow his true desires. The “revised” ending – rewritten both in plot 
points and in the rules of conduct – is altered to advocate for equality in relationships, and to 
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challenge the idealization of past society. However, the need for a “happy” ending, for the 
creators of Lost in Austen, still equates to a heterosexual union. 
Leitch discusses the 1999 Mansfield Park, also an Austen adaptation, as the “most 
notorious” recent example of revision. In this film, the director showed “the underside of life at 
Mansfield Park” by “emphasizing Sir Thomas’s economic dependence on the slave trade, which 
Austen had mentioned only once” (107). Lost in Austen does not so clearly confront colonial 
history of racial oppression. However, the “underside” of Georgian life is demonstrated most 
clearly when Darcy is transplanted to modern London. After seeing a black man on the bus, 
Darcy comments “Surfeit of negroes.” Amanda blames Tourette’s and tells Darcy “Gentlemen 
here tend not to speak on the bus.” Darcy is kept sympathetic by the apparent innocence of his 
remark, but it serves as a real reminder about the racial oppression in Georgian England. 
Furthermore, Amanda explains hints toward contemporary race relations using “Gentlemen,” 
calling not on Darcy’s morality, but his propriety. This demonstrates the intersectional issues of 
race and class, where England’s colonial emphasis of hierarchy included racial hierarchies. 
While Lost in Austen does critique the upper class, demonstrated when Amanda describes 
Bingley as “bloody repressed” and tells Darcy “Certainly, you would benefit from an occupation 
of some kind,” Amanda ultimately falls in love with Darcy and assumes her role among the 
British elite. If Amanda is Elizabeth’s “understudy” as she supposes, then the viewer can assume 
she goes onto live a life as Elizabeth would have. Similarly, when Amanda’s friend Pirhanna 
refuses to visit the world of Pride and Prejudice with the succinctly put “I’m black”, Lost in 
Austen simultaneously acknowledges that Georgian England was oppressive, and explains the 
extradiegetic casting choice of Amanda Price as a white woman in order to follow the 
“authentic” plot of the novel. However, by placing Pirhanna’s statement in contemporary 
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London, Lost in Austen again avoids an actually racist incident, insisting on paying homage to 
Austen’s text and Georgian England.  
Besides racial issues, another area that Lost in Austen seeks to revise is sexuality, where 
the creators “rewrite” Caroline Bingley as queer. Grogan writes that Lost in Austen deviates from 
the novel in “certain characters’ behavior and the motivations behind such behavior” (296). The 
Lost in Austen creators provide a new perspective on Caroline’s motivation to get her “paws” 
into Darcy, where the goal of marriage is an extension of societal duties, and her rudeness to 
Elizabeth part of sexual attraction. As discussed, however, Caroline’s sexuality is ultimately 
discounted in order to reinforce the “spirit” of Austen’s text. As Ridout notes, when Caroline 
Bingley reveals she is a lesbian to Amanda, Amanda “effectively puts words into Jane Austen’s 
mouth when she comments to the audience ‘Goodness, Jane Austen would be fairly surprised to 
find she’d written that!”’ (128). Austen’s shock, however, is not a given. Ridout quotes W.H. 
Auden, who described Austen with “You could not shock her more than she shocks me;/ Beside 
her Joyce seems innocent as grass” (131). Many viewers assume that modernity means 
progressive values and actions, but the realities of a spectrum of sexuality and sexual experience 
still existed in 19th century England. This does not mean Pride and Prejudice was intentionally 
sexually subversive, but that honoring the “spirit” of an author’s work does not necessarily result 
in a more faithful filmic text, or a more progressive one. Unlike Bride & Prejudice, Pride and 
Prejudice interpreted a canonical character as queer, which disrupts heteronormative readings of 
characters. However, Bride & Prejudice’s inclusion of hijras destabilized the heterosexual 
institution of marriage, while Lost in Austen’s inclusion of a queer Caroline was ultimately 
equivocated by the heterosexual expectations towards Austen’s text.  
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 Another revised element in the series is when the creators of Lost in Austen introduce the 
contemporary pervasiveness of porn in order to make claims on the cultures of both eras. Waking 
up in the Bennet family home, Longbourn, next to Lydia, Amanda demands of the presumably 
hidden cameras, “What's the deal here? Are we live on cable or something?....What are you after, 
guys? A bit of girl-on-girl action under the covers? What do I have to do to get out of here? Snog 
her? Show you my pubes?” This scene is played for laughs, particularly when Amanda tells a 
shocked Lydia she has “Standard pubic topiary.” However, Amanda’s anger at the imagined 
producers, quickly followed by complicity, demonstrates Ridout’s claim that “Amanda’s 
nostalgia for the world of Austen actually aligns her with a feminist critique of the Sexual 
Revolution” (129). Imelda Whelehan states that the new vision of sex as liberation just 
introduced “new pressure to perform sexually at every occasion” (qtd in Ridout 129). In 
Amanda’s world, as in our own, the normalization of porn is pervasive (129). As Ridout finds, 
“given the ways in which ‘the new female subject is, despite her freedom, called upon to be 
silent, to withhold critique in order to count as a modern sophisticated girl’, it may be possible to 
few her nostalgic preference for the Regency gentleman as a silent critique” about the post-
feminist normalization of pornography (Diane Negra qtd in Ridout 138). It should be considered 
that the desire for the Regency “gentleman” is connected to classist and colonial ideals. Ridout 
writes that Austen adaptations, with the painstakingly created grandeur of Pemberley, reflect “the 
current widespread fascination with the very rich and escapist fantasies of wealth,” which 
idealizes the possibilities of capitalism while ignoring the increasingly difficulty of social 
mobility and the disadvantages faced by women, the queer community, the poor, and people of 
color (142). However, as Ridout writes, even though “nostalgia and nostalgic adaptations have 
often been co-opted by capitalism and involve returning women to a time when they had less 
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power, perhaps they can offer the possibility to resist the logic of capitalism” (141). As Ridout 
finds, the continued popularity of “chick-lit” and Austen texts demonstrates a “contemporary 
need for alternative models of masculinity” (139).  
 Lost in Austen also operates in Leitch’s category of analogue. Leitch describes analogue 
as having a “more tenuous…connection it establishes with an earlier text” (113). Lost in Austen’s 
categorization as an analogue is evident through its very name – Lost in Austen, not Lost in Pride 
and Prejudice. It does not simply call on the plot of Pride and Prejudice or the filmic traditions 
and cultural associations of the text, but on all of Austen’s canon, as well as the “idea” of both 
nineteenth century literature and the Georgian period. Leitch references Bridget Jones’s Diary as 
an example of analogue which includes evocations of Pride and Prejudice, as both a text and 
cultural phenomenon (113). In "Adaptable Bridget," Shelley Cobb writes of the multitude of 
diegetic and extradiegetic references in Bridget Jones’s Diary (282).6 However, Leitch writes 
that “if Bridget’s need to choose between romantic partners who represent opposite ideals makes 
Bridget Jones’s Diary an adaptation…then virtually the entire genre of female-oriented romance, 
especially the recent chick-lit explosion, has just as good a claim” (113). However, Lost in 
Austen makes the connection between Austen and the “resulting” genre.  Ridout writes that Lost 
in Austen adheres to many of the standards of “chick-lit,” considering “the urban single girl with 
a female flat-mate, divorced mother and disappointing boyfriend” (127).There are similar social 
and political critiques that could be aimed at each form of “chick-lit”: that they largely address 
the issues of the white, heterosexual, middle-class. 
                                                          
6 Diegetically, the plotline takes from Pride and Prejudice, while extradiegetically, the production included writers 
and producers involved with the BBC Pride and Prejudice. This includes the casting of Colin Firth as the “Darcy” 
character (named Mark Darcy) references his depiction of Mr. Darcy, and that of Hugh Grant calls upon his status in 
the Britcom genre and his appearance in the 1995 film Sense and Sensibility (Cobb 282). 
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For the next category of adaptation, Leitch writes that allusion “shades off into the grammar 
of film and its collective unconscious,” meaning that comparisons can be made “so offhand that 
they imply universal cultural currency, not acquaintance with any one textual manifestation” 
(123). In Lost in Austen there are distinctly “Austen” shots. For example, the focus on the hands 
during the dance in the first episode is characteristic of Pride and Prejudice adaptations, meant 
to demonstrate restrained passion. In the 1995 miniseries, unlike in earlier versions, “the camera 
often lingers on Darcy, now the object of the gaze,” and now the image a brooding Byronic Mr. 
Darcy is also necessary (Troost).7 At one point, the Austen-savvy Amanda explicitly draws 
attention to Darcy and the way he’s depicted, exclaiming “Woah, smolder alert.” The 
establishing shot of Pemberley is also important: even Amanda, familiar with Pride and 
Prejudice adaptations, remarks “You could park a bloody jumbo! I mean, it's an impressive 
façade,” comically juxtaposing modern and Georgian phrasing. However, heritage style cinema 
is not only relegated to Austen adaptations, but is generally applied to classic texts.  
Lost in Austen has an interesting relationship with Leitch’s adaptation category of 
metacommentary, which is described as “films whose subject is the problems involved in 
producing texts” (111). Leitch uses Jane Austen in Manhattan as an example, where two 
directors of a recently discovered Austen work have conflicting approaches of fidelity to the 
letter of the text and faithfulness to the spirit (112). Lost in Austen holds this same debate, both 
within the character Amanda and in the series as a text. Amanda is concerned with the 
unraveling nature of Austen’s plot and how it affects Pride and Prejudice – expressed in lines 
like Amanda’s statement in episode one that “Nothing's happening the way it should,” followed 
with the resolution “Right. I will do my best.” Similarly, through Amanda’s status as a 
                                                          
7 This Byronic Darcy figure is enhanced by the portrayal of Mr. Darcy by Matthew MacFadyen in Joe Wright’s 
2005 Pride and Prejudice.  
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knowledgeable interloper, the series Lost in Austen is careful to demonstrate familiarity the 
source. The creators explore this concept further through the use of Leitch’s adaptive categories 
of parody and pastiche, as also used in Bride & Prejudice. As previously described, Leitch writes 
that parody is a category “designed to satirize its models,” and is more frequently employed than 
pastiche (116). Lost in Austen does not work as a parody of the text, but instead the cultural 
relationship with the text. An interesting moment of parody for Lost in Austen is the emergence 
of Darcy from the lake. In the 1995 BBC series, Elizabeth is not there to witness Darcy 
swimming in the lake – it is a moment between Darcy and the viewer. However, as this moment 
does not occur in the source text, Lost in Austen parodies both the 1995 miniseries and the 
culture of Austen adaptations. Amanda, a knowledgeable participant, is used to engineer a 
moment for other Austen enthusiasts. Zeff and Andrews do not set this moment in contemporary 
London in order to parody the power of nostalgia in heritage cinema, but instead fully 
participated stylistically in heritage cinema, again demonstrating that Lost in Austen is primarily 
an homage, and not a critique.  
Bride & Prejudice revises Austen’s text, and puts gender, the past and the present, and 
colonial and neocolonial into conversation, but does not present fanon, or fan-canon, readings as 
Lost in Austen does. Lost in Austen builds off what is explicitly mentioned in Pride and 
Prejudice with years of fan interpretation, such as giving Mr. Collins brothers. This is more 
noticeable in Lost in Austen as keeping the majority of Austen’s characters in the Georgian 
emphasizes character alterations. Fan culture is embedded in the very concept of Lost in Austen, 
through both the interloping character Amanda, as well as her movement through Pride and 
Prejudice in a miniseries format, an inextricable comparison to the 1995 BBC miniseries.  
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Chadha finds Austen’s work significant for how its literary and adaptive history can be accessed 
to make feminist and postcolonial commentary. In contrast, Lost in Austen uses Pride and 
Prejudice and Austen’s prevalence in Western culture, including filmic adaptations, to explore 
largely Western fan relationships with the text. The overarching theme is to understand what the 
continuing love-affair with Pride in Prejudice means for the position of women in modern 
society and media, although issues of race, class, and sexuality are also touched on.  
Ultimately, Lost in Austen tries to balance the between “fidelity” and “spirit,” just as they 
attempt to put the present and the past into conversation. Lost in Austen seems to question the 
impact of the present on the past – does Amanda have a real effect on the outcome of Pride and 
Prejudice? Does a “modern” reading of Austen’s text introduce new possibilities or call on 
already available elements?  It should be considered that Amanda does not influence the course 
of history – she does not even change the original source text.8 Instead, each effect she has is 
confined to her experience of the text, and stays comfortably individualized. In this way, Lost in 
Austen avoids the necessity of addressing key societal problems on a large scale in Georgian 
England, where Amanda is firmly entrenched in the system by series end. However, as Ridout 
writes, “the untold story of Elizabeth Bennet’s preference for London in the twenty-first century 
over her own role in Austen’s novel acts as a corrective to Amanda’s idealized nostalgia for 
Regency England” (135). It should be considered that neither woman is comfortable in the era 
they “belong” to, meaning Lost in Austen is showing historical gender inequality, and general 
dissatisfaction with sexual and gender “revolutions” that simply reinforce the marginalization of 
peoples. While the series reinforces the progressiveness of contemporary London with the 
Elizabeth’s choice, Ridout writes that “the series ends with the heterosexual union of Amanda 
                                                          
8 Altering the source text and having the effects ripple through to each reader’s relationship with the text is a concept 
explored in the novel The Eyre Affair by Jasper Fforde. 
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and Darcy” (140), recreating the ending of Pride and Prejudice and implicitly reinforcing those 
same ideals. 
In the complex space of adaptation, Chadha creates Bride & Prejudice as a third wave 
adaptation through her connection of feminism, transnationalism and postcolonialism. Lost in 
Austen is positioned in the third wave as firmly postmodern, due to the blended irony and 
nostalgia for Austen’s text and ownership of Austenian culture. Its relationship with the 
feminism of third wave adaptations is less straightforward, as the miniseries understands 
Amanda and Elizabeth as feminists, but struggles to understand what their feminism means in 
reference to the contemporary place of women.   
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Chapter Four 
Sherlock, Fan Culture, and Neocolonialism 
 
A Study in Scarlet (1887), unlike Pride and Prejudice, does not open with a now-iconic line, 
reproduced in various adaptations, connecting the source text and the cultural franchise. Instead, 
Sherlock (2010), the BBC series co-created by Steven Moffat and Mark Gatiss, utilizes iconic 
Holmesian9 iconography, visualized first by illustrator Sidney Paget, and taken up by adaptations 
ever since. For Moffat and Gatiss, Sherlock Holmes was primed for adaptation. Leitch writes 
that “In purely literary terms, Holmes has enjoyed the most vigorous afterlife of any fictional 
character”, where “uncanonical,” unauthorized Sherlock Holmes stories appeared within Conan 
Doyle’s lifetime (209). Leitch notes that Holmes is not the “fictional character who has been 
played by the largest number of performers in film adaptations”, as I had incorrectly assumed, 
but that Sherlock Holmes adaptations span “literature, radio, and stage,” as well as videogames, 
comics, and more “unofficial” online formats, like fanfiction, in staggering numbers that 
demonstrate the resilience of Conan Doyle’s creation. The first episode of Sherlock, “A Study in 
Pink,” aired in July 2010, starring Benedict Cumberbatch as Sherlock Holmes, and Martin 
Freeman as John Watson.10 In 2009, Guy Ritchie’s Sherlock Holmes was released to great 
interest and success, and was followed by the sequel Sherlock Holmes: A Game of Shadows in 
2011. The second series, or season, of Sherlock aired in 2012, along with CBS’ Elementary, 
starring Johnny Lee Miller as Holmes and Lucy Liu as Watson. In filmic adaptations alone, the 
last few years have seemingly been rich with Sherlock Holmes material. What makes Holmesian 
                                                          
9 I use the term “Holmesian” instead of “Sherlockian” throughout this paper, although the two are often 
interchangeable. Since the release of Sherlock, the term “Sherlockian” sometimes refers to a person well-versed in 
that single adaptation, and not to the entire works of Conan Doyle with the attending background and adaptive 
history.  
10 At the time of writing, the latest episode to air was “His Last Vow” (12 January 2014). Both a Christmas 2015 
special and a fourth series have been announced.  
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adaptations so interesting is that they draw iconography from the cultural franchise of Sherlock 
Holmes in a more layered manner than done when adapting Pride and Prejudice. First, Sherlock 
Holmes has more canon material – fifty-six stories and four novels – and therefore compression 
of story selection is more intensive. The sheer amount of Holmesian media texts means that there 
is also a greater selective process in referencing other adaptations. Examining Sherlock after 
Bride and Prejudice and Lost in Austen demonstrates the vast difference in how gender is treated 
across adaptations. Jane Austen writes female heroines with rich inner lives that comment on the 
treatment of women in the nineteenth century. While his works have many strengths, Conan 
Doyle’s main characters are men that reflect his own understanding of what it meant to be 
English in a modern empire, and his female and “foreign” characters are often flat and rely on 
generalizations. Although both authors wrote in the nineteenth century, their own personal 
experiences or differing interests led to very different works. However, adapting these texts does 
not mean recreating biases. Instead, contemporizing a work should mean contemporizing 
representation. 
Sherlock and other Holmesian adaptations are “hybrid adaptations” which depart from the 
source text “at any number of points, often choosing instead to remain faithful to later versions” 
(208). Porter finds “Sherlock is among the “best loved, most profitable” representations of 
Sherlock Holmes “so far this century,” an impressive achievement considering the amount of 
adaptations (11). It is clear that Sherlock has become a cultural juggernaut, gaining commercial 
and critical acclaim during each series airing, and steadily building during each two-year hiatus 
between series. Unlike Bride & Prejudice and Lost in Austen, Sherlock is a television series, not 
a movie or miniseries.11 The nature of television series, along with the unusually long gap 
                                                          
11 In a blog post, co-creator Gatiss states that although he and Moffat loved Victoriana, “it felt as though Sherlock 
Holmes had become all about the trappings and not the characters. Also, the original stories are models of their kind. 
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between series, allows for an intense relationship between creator and fan where the diegetic and 
extradiegetic compound the messages of Sherlock. For Sherlock, what the creators consider 
“modern” and what is apparently immutable from the nineteenth century demonstrates their own 
understanding of modern social and political identities. There are important failures of 
representation in Sherlock, but discussing the social and political identities crafted by the 
Sherlock creators through Leitch’s non-evaluative categories allows for appreciation and critique 
of the work that is not concerned with “fidelity” to Conan Doyle’s text, but instead a more 
holistic view of the way Sherlock operates. 
Similarly to Bride & Prejudice and Lost in Austen, the social and political identities explored 
in Sherlock can be introduced by the title and the title sequence itself. As in Lost in Austen, the 
title “Sherlock” indicates the show’s relationship to Leitch’s category of analogue, which is 
described as having a “more tenuous…connection it establishes with an earlier text” (113). The 
name does not reference one of Conan Doyle’s story in particular, but instead the entire cultural 
franchise of Sherlock Holmes. It also presents a sleeker version of Sherlock Holmes, where 
Holmes and Watson call each other the more modern Sherlock and John. The opening sequence 
begins with traffic in Piccadilly Circus, and transitions to London’s iconic skyline where the title 
card appears. Images of London are intercut with close-ups of clues, overlaid with the show’s 
distinctive extradiegetic text. The image of Sherlock Holmes is shown in a magnifying glass, and 
the sequence ends with blood on a slide, reduced to its elements with the phrase “Based on the 
works of Sir Arthur Conan Doyle” overlaid. In this sequence, Moffat and Gatiss carefully blend 
modernity with Victorian sensibility. Lynnette Porter finds that the use of time-lapse traffic 
                                                                                                                                                                                           
Incredibly modern, dialogue-driven, fast paced and short! What better way to get back to the roots…than to make 
Holmes and Watson living, breathing, modern men just as they had been originally?” Here Gatiss is not only making 
a claim about the fittingness of updating Conan Doyle’s text, but about replicating the “shortness” in series 
installments, as opposed to stand-alone films.   
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demonstrates “the hustle of a time-conscious, technology driven society. Sherlock, who relies on 
laptops and smartphones, thrives in the bustling city” (164). In “Welcome to London: The Role 
of the Cinematic Tourist,” Porter quotes Gatiss, explaining that ‘modern London “is just as 
exciting as London full of fog and hackney carriages. We have tried to fetishise the modern era” 
(164). In a blog post titled “Sherlock: For Holmes and Watson, the Game Is Afoot,” Gatiss 
writes that his and co-creator Moffat’s “favourite versions of the oft-told tales were the Basil 
Rathbone/Nigel Bruce films of the 1930s and 1940s. Particularly the ones where they brought 
them up to date.” An “updated” Sherlock is not a unique idea. However, Moffat and Gatiss and 
do not only “fetishize” the modern age, but the Victorian age as well, in a way that indicates 
British hegemony and structures of power that support the “modern,” as well as white, cisgender 
men, who are, if not straight, then nebulously queer.  In "Moriarty's Ghost: Or the Queer 
Disruption of BBC's Sherlock," Judith Fathallah writes that the show “espouses a postcolonial 
celebration of British power and influence… evident from the title sequence of London 
landmarks, to sequences set in Buckingham Palace, to the unfortunate coda where Sherlock 
dashingly saves Irene Adler” (4).  
As discussed, Leitch describes adjustment as rendering a text “more suitable for filming” 
through strategies such as compression, expansion, and updating (99-100). Both Bride & 
Prejudice and Lost in Austen compress Austen’s work by focusing on heterosexual romances, 
due to the emphasis in the source text of Elizabeth and Darcy’s union, the positioning of Pride 
and Prejudice as “the original chick-lit masterpiece,” and the audience expectations for such a 
popular “classic” romance (Ridout 127). Unlike Bride & Prejudice and Lost in Austen, Sherlock 
operates in Leitch’s subcategory of expansion, or the act of creating a longer or more involved 
story than the source contains, through the use of extradiegetic material. Leitch explains the 
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subcategory of expansion as creating films out of short stories or songs (99). However, in 
Sherlock, the creators expand on cases alluded to within the text. The BBC has established 
“personal blogs” for many of the series main characters, such as The Personal Blog of Dr. John 
H. Watson. In “The Hound of Baskerville,” Dr. Frankland comments “I love the blog, too, Dr. 
Watson,” singling out the case of the “aluminium crutch.”  
In Conan Doyle’s The Musgrave Ritual, Holmes states that not all of their cases are 
successes, and throws out “there’s the record of the Tarleton murders, and…the singular affair of 
the aluminum crutch” – all tantalizing bits that Watson does not further expand on. Sherlock 
includes several such references for the viewer, meant to both enrich the universe of Sherlock, as 
well as reward the knowledgeable viewer – a motivation applicable to Lost in Austen. Unlike 
Lost in Austen, where Amanda does not generate a record within the show of her feelings and 
reactions, “John” details this case, which is accessed by both Dr. Frankland and by the 
extradiegetic audience. Here, the BBC simultaneously stakes claims on the source material as 
well as Sherlock’s modernity by referencing and accessing the pervasiveness of the internet. The 
BBC’s crafted online presence for the characters also demonstrates how Sherlock operates as an 
updated text, which is a method of adjustment. In Lost in Austen, Elizabeth thrives in 
contemporary London, paying a taxi by text and switching off appliances, explaining that her 
employers “are most anxious about the size of their footprint.” The pervasiveness of technology 
is used to lineate this scene from Regency England. Elizabeth comments “I was born out of time, 
Miss Price,” demonstrating the creators firmly bind technology with modernity.  
In more specifically diegetic terms, Svetlana Bochman writes in “Detecting the Technocratic 
Detective” that “a definitive feature of Sherlock is “an updated appropriation of technology for 
Holmes, including the use of laptops, smart-phones, and modern forensic equipment, all of 
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which are brought into play when showcasing the character’s unusual intelligence” (144). 
Bochman then states that the popular culture of Conan Doyle’s time and the contemporary period 
both perceive “technocratic ease as a sign of intelligence” (144). Bochman claims that the series 
presences “a shift from the Victorian audience’s technocratic ease towards one of greater 
discomfort in modern times” (145). Bochman finds that the “cultural attitude shift” is in part due 
to changed “perceptions of technology and perceptions of persons who behave in highly 
controlled, mechanical ways” (145). The Victorian era, as Bochman writes, saw the rise of the 
Industrial age and the normalization of technology in everyday life, which then equated 
technology with the modern. Bochman considers that contemporary audiences may look at the 
saturation of technology in the everyday life with less optimism, with phrases such as 
“crackberry” in reference to the Blackberry smartphone (145). 
Ultimately, Sherlock represents the tension of technology in contemporary society. As 
Bochman writes, technology is used to display “the character’s unusual intelligence” (144) – the 
viewer would not respect the intelligence of a character, in Western culture who was not 
technologically adept. Sherlock does not just use technology, he excels at it – cracking John’s 
laptop password with ease. The showrunners use a combination of diegetic and extradiegetic 
technology to demonstrate how technology does not simply enhance Sherlock’s intelligence, but 
acts as an extension of his deductive abilities. In “A Scandal in Belgravia,” Sherlock astounds 
Irene and John by cracking a code in eight seconds – deducing that the string of numbers and 
letters Irene shows him on her smartphone screen represents information for a 747 leaving 
Heathrow. He then uses his own phone and John’s to deduce the specific flight. Sherlock’s eye 
movements, as if scanning his mind for information, and his dialogue, are accompanied by 
extradiegetic on screen displays of the information – flight schematics and search results. The 
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motion of the text replicates the online activity that viewers are familiar with. Sherlock also 
appears to scroll through his options – more imagery of technology use. The show creators 
demonstrate the pervasiveness of technology, down to Sherlock’s own thought patterns, but 
uphold his own abilities as the peak of intelligence, and given him the ultimately human 
motivation of wishing to impress Irene. In another telling scene, during “A Study in Scarlet,” 
Sherlock leads John on a race through London using his own extensive mental map. 
Extradiegetic signs flash up which direction Sherlock should take, almost as if he is using a GPS. 
However, his own knowledge trumps that of the car he is attempting to cut-off: a car with GPS. 
In “The Empty Hearse,” Sherlock tells Mycroft “Just put me back in London. I need to get to 
know the place again, breathe it in. Feel every quiver of its beating heart.” Sherlock understands 
London in an emotional manner, and although he is demonstrated to mentally map London, 
where the power of his own mind reproduces technological processes, Sherlock’s own 
intelligence is held as superior by the show. The tension between technology and society can be 
viewed in the act of adapting a nineteenth century text, where the end of the century saw the 
beginning of the industrial age. Adapting a work with such a different relationship with 
technology inherently acts as commentary on the usage and prevalence of technology in our own 
society. 
Also under Letich’s category of adjustment, the creators of Sherlock layer diegetic and 
extradiegetic identities. In Bride & Prejudice, Chadha uses the star-status of Aishwarya Rai 
further characterize Lalita as an independent woman. The casting of Benedict Cumberbatch as 
Sherlock Holmes and Martin Freeman as John Watson also compounds diegetic and 
extradiegetic identities. In Sherlock Holmes, Watson’s first-person narrative and his safely-
competent character is used as a way to understand the genius of Holmes. Freeman is often 
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described as playing the “everyman”12 – and the casting of Freeman is intended, in part, to 
strengthen the relatability of John in his improbable life with Sherlock. Considered separately 
from Freeman’s performance, it is telling that the creators understood the white, cisgender, 
heterosexual Freeman as “standard.” In an interview with Stuart Jeffries, Moffat is quoted saying 
“Our own fanboyness about Sherlock Holmes means that there are absolute limits to what we do. 
Ours is an authentic version of Sherlock Holmes." For Moffat, and apparently the other 
showrunners, perceived authenticity to the source is an important guide. It can be understood, 
then, that authenticity to the text is bound to the character’s race and assumed heterosexuality, 
even though contemporary London is remarkably diverse. If Sherlock’s creators consider 
Victoriana the trappings of Conan Doyle’s work, than what makes the masculine, colonial power 
on display in Sherlock Holmes any more necessary?  
In Sherlock, the “everyman” is equated with “middle-class,” further demonstrating the 
showrunners connection to Victorian culture. In “The Hounds of Baskerville,” Sherlock and John 
enter the large, gorgeous home of a client. Sherlock strides on, observant but unaffected, while 
John asks “This is, er. Are you, um, rich?” Sherlock pointedly looks away from John, and away 
from such an improper question. In “Investigating Victorian Propriety in Money Matters,” 
Bochman traces Sherlock’s ‘aversion to “doing business”’ to the Victorian era, where “earning 
money, and especially discussing or enjoying the process of the earning of money from one’s 
work, was looked down upon by the upper classes and consequently by the middle classes that 
aspired to copy them” (157). Although this serves as a point of ostracization the show, where 
Sherlock’s enthusiasm for “the work” gains him the reputation as a sociopathic, the creators have 
again transposed values from the Victorian era into contemporary London. Their hero must be 
                                                          
12 In such roles as Tim Canterbury in The Office (2001), Arthur Dent in The Hitchhiker’s Guide to the Galaxy 
(2005), and Bilbo Baggins in The Hobbit (2012).  
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firmly upper class. In the source text, Holmes background is vague. However, the fan-
interpretation of Holmes as wealthy has been adopted by Moffat and Gatiss, seen in Moffat’s 
claim that “Sherlock Holmes is really that posh freak from a wealthy family, that scary boffin 
crime-solver who lives in your town” (Jefferies). The show creators also use Benedict 
Cumberbatch’s off-screen identity to strengthen this characterization of Sherlock. Cumberbatch 
is from a wealthy family with well-known actor parents Timothy Carlton and Wanda Ventham, 
who are cast in the third series as the actual parents of Sherlock and Mycroft. As with Martin 
Freeman’s “everyman” quality, Cumberbatch’s extradiegetic identity supports the showrunners 
interpretation.  
Like Lost in Austen, Sherlock critiques the upper class. In a comedic scene, Sherlock shows 
up wearing a bed sheet and nothing else to Buckingham palace, displaying a disregard for social 
propriety and remarking on the entitlement of the wealthy and powerful. Dominatrix Irene Alder 
also blackmailed a female member of the royal family, likely a Middleton, in “A Scandal in 
Belgravia.” The show, lightly poking at the imperfections of the rich, has Sherlock caution 
Mycroft to treat Adler “like royalty,” where John quickly comments “Though not the way she 
treats royalty.” In Lost in Austen, Darcy’s racial comments are simultaneously excused by his 
Georgian identity and removed from the Georgian era. Sherlock’s own failings – his ignorance, 
abrasiveness, and manipulations – are not related to his wealth or social status, but his ability to 
ignore social norms. The importance of class distinctions may have faded since Conan Doyle’s 
day and writings, but they are still accessed in Sherlock. “The Great Game” opens with the 
prisoner Bewick pleading his case to Sherlock, where the clearly lower class Beckwick claims 
“Without you I'll get hung for this.” In a moment showing Sherlock’s intelligence and cutting 
superiority, he replies “No, no, Mr. Bewick, not at all. Hanged, yes.” This moment is saved from 
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callousness by the facets of Bewick’s crime: he was drunk, he killed his partner, and his 
grammar is not up to par. As Fathallah writes, Sherlock cements “the historical function of 
Sherlock Holmes as a model of hegemonic British masculinity” (1). Sherlock does not criticize 
British (and, through colonization, globalized) class distinctions, but instead expects the viewer 
to share the same values with Sherlock. 
Sherlock also operates in Leitch’s revision category of adaptation. For Leitch, revisions “seek 
to rewrite the original, not simply improve its ending or point out its contemporary relevance,” as 
well as make the reassessment of the past necessary (106). In Bride & Prejudice, Chadha revised 
Austen’s text to demonstrate that the global relationship between America and India is not free 
from the history of colonization. Both Bride & Prejudice and Lost in Austen revise gender 
relations to emphasize the agency of their respective Lydia characters. Sherlock also makes a 
statement about gender and sexuality through John’s sibling, Harry. In Sherlock Holmes, Harry 
Watson is John Watson’s alcoholic brother, and the scratches on his pocket watch allow Holmes 
to dazzle Watson with his deductions. In “A Study in Pink,” Holmes studies a scratched 
Blackberry and comes to the same conclusion. In a departure from the source text, John explains 
that Harry and Clara had divorced, but that “Harry's short for Harriet.” Sherlock, thrown off, 
comments, “There's always something.”  
The viewer familiar with the source text is also surprised, and jolted into the contemporary 
London of Sherlock. The show seeks to surprise with the gender-change of Harry, but John’s 
statement more pointedly references both Victorian and modern heteronormativity. This 
mentality is also present in the character of Irene Adler, apparently “updated” as a queer sex-
worker with a connection to James Moriarty and a fascination with Sherlock. While Moffat and 
Gatiss seek to invert expectations with their revision of Irene Adler, their representation of her 
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sexuality is bound in misogyny and neocolonialism. Greer writes that Irene Adler’s appearance 
in “A Scandal in Belgravia” is used to redirect the homosexual desire between John and Sherlock 
through the female ‘Other’ (2). In this episode, John denies he’s jealous of Irene and Sherlock’s 
bond with “We’re not a couple” and “for the record, if anyone out there still cares, I’m not 
actually gay.” As Greer writes, Adler’s response of “Well, I am” could cast her as “John’s queer 
double rather than his rival, each bound to the other through Sherlock’s inability to return their 
interest, in passionate attachment that defies the closed narrative of sexual orientation as defined 
by gender of object choice” (15). Greer then asks that “If Adler desires Sherlock against the 
grain of her sexuality, might John’s attachment be understood on similar terms?” (15). However, 
as in Lost in Austen, this moment allows the creators to provide for an ending more appropriate 
to the source text – a woman enamored with the impressive figure of Mr. Holmes. Adler may 
identify as gay, but in the episode her lust and her downfall center around Sherlock. It is also 
worthwhile to note that the only other labeled queer person on the show, Harry, does not make 
an on-screen appearance. While women can be queer on Sherlock, they cannot stay that way – 
ultimately, they serve to demonstrate the power of Sherlock and advance his relationship with 
John.  
With Harry and Irene, Moffat and Gatiss present Sherlock as suitably updated, but these 
characters do not serve as proper queer representation, as they tainted with erasure and 
misogyny. The more pervasive failing of Sherlock’s queer representation is the rampant 
queerbaiting. Fathallah defines queerbaiting as “a strategy by which writers and networks 
attempt to gain the attention of queer viewers via hints, jokes, gestures, and symbolism 
suggesting a queer relationship between two characters, and then emphatically denying and 
laughing off the possibility. Denial and mockery reinstate a heteronormative narrative that poses 
56 
 
no danger of offending mainstream viewers at the expense of queer eyes” (2) In “The Noble 
Bachelor and the Crooked Man: Subtext and Sexuality in BBC's Sherlock," Carlen Lavigne 
writes that the creators ‘playful willingness to highlight and explore its own “bromance” tropes’ 
creates ‘a persistent, open tease of queer possibilities’ (13).  
By placing Sherlock Holmes and John Watson in a modern context, there were 
opportunities for the filmic adaptation to explore the abundant homoerotic subtext of the source 
material, as well as over 120 years of queer fan-readings to consider. The creators are undeniably 
aware of coded Victorian homosexuality, as in “The Reichenbach Fall,” where John reads an 
article calling him a “Confirmed bachelor,” and fumes “What are they implying?” Lavigne also 
finds the creators aware of fan debates of sexuality in Sherlock Holmes, where ‘Moffat notes that 
Sherlock’s sexuality is “supposedly controversial” but expresses surprise, asserting that the topic 
was “never discussed at all” when the series is created’ (15). However, Lavigne finds this 
improbable, especially considering that the “gay reading of the Holmes/Watson relationship is 
the joke that will not die” (16). Moffat and Gatiss’ apparent challenge to heteronormativity could 
seem progressive, and the persistent assumption by other characters that Sherlock and John are 
gay as knowingly representative of contemporary queer politics. In “Queer (Mis)recognition in 
the BBC’s Sherlock”, Stephen Greer follows the suggestion of Glyn Davis and Gary Needham 
“that the queerest programmes on television are not necessarily those that centrally feature queer 
characters and storylines, but ones which unsettle assumptions about the ‘true’ natures of 
characters for audiences and other characters in a series” (2). Furthermore, Greer writes of Ron 
Becker’s concern ‘“that by way of comforting slippage, the naïve, liberal belief that gay men can 
be out becomes the reassuring assumption that they are out’ (Becker 126). In repeatedly 
returning to the status of John and Sherlock’s relationship, Gatiss and Moffat’s adaptation may 
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invert these assumptions and put the question of ‘knowledge’ about sexuality back into play” (5). 
Lavigne also writes that as Sherlock “repeatedly ignores allegations that he and Watson might be 
gay”, there is queer potential in these “jokes” (17)  
However, in “Sherlock and the (Re)Invention of Modernity”, Balaka Basu finds Sherlock 
conservative, as Lost in Austen acts as an homage to Georgian England, and not a critique.  As 
Basu finds, “while the substitutions employed by Sherlock are made possible by the way our 
period mirrors the Victorian era (such as the fact that there’s still a war in Afghanistan), the 
writers do not utilize this mirroring to comment on the valence of the present, merely 
congratulating themselves on having escaped the oppressive yoke of Victorian mores, while 
simultaneously demonstrating that they haven’t actually done so” (205). In the third series, the 
creators seem to try to close queer possibilities between Sherlock and John, done with the 
absence of Adler and the secure heterosexuality of John’s marriage to Mary Morstan. Mary is 
played by Amanda Abbington, Martin Freeman’s real-life partner, which extradiegetically claims 
that as Martin is heterosexual, John should also be read this way. Sherlock also comments on 
queer readings and fan culture. In the “reveal” of how Sherlock survived his fall, Sherlock and 
Moriarty sit laughing on the hospital roof, and their laughter stills into a charged moment. They 
lean forward for a kiss, but the camera cuts away to a shocked colleague of Sherlock’s, 
Anderson, who exclaims “What? Are you out of your mind!” This moment is revealed as a fan 
theory of a teen girl, Laura, who responds “It’s just as plausible as some of your theories.” This 
demonstrates the unique position of Sherlock to its viewers in comparison to Bride & Prejudice 
and Lost in Austen – the time between series allows for intense fan creation and for the creators 
to become aware of fandom and interact with these fans and their theories.  
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“Laura” is not a simple lighthearted reference to the popularity of Sherlock. The 
showrunners relegate queer readings to teenage girls who impose their desires on the text, 
ignoring the way they seriously encourage such readings from the first episode, before any 
Sherlock fandom can simply drum up interpretations. In “A Study in Pink”, Mycroft Holmes 
notes that since John and Sherlock met the day before, “you've moved in with him and now 
you're solving crimes together. Might we expect a happy announcement by the end of the 
week?” Greer finds that the extradiegetic constraints, like “the unreal pace demanded by the 
drama’s format” that do not allow a “believable friendship or other platonic relationship” to 
develop, are alluded to by the showrunners by using the existing queer reading of their 
relationship. The creators rely on the cultural history of Sherlock Holmes queer readings in order 
to create their adaptation, gesture toward such readings, and then promptly distance themselves.  
Sherlock is also different from Bride & Prejudice and Lost in Austen in that the show is 
not complete, and the showrunners have talked about continuing for an unknown amount of 
series, spread out over the years.13 Interestingly, this format mirrors the publication of Sherlock 
Holmes – stories published through the years, demonstrating Conan Doyle navigating his 
fictional world and the changing world around him, along with audience expectations. Therefore, 
elements of Sherlock have the potential to evolve, including queer representation. Fathallah 
writes that the queer possibilities that seem to close with John and Mary’s marriage are re-
opened by the series ending. Fathallah writes that fans of the show, and of Sherlock Holmes, are 
often impacted by the queer hauntology that runs through the texts. Fathallah uses Ernesto 
Laclau’s (1995, 86) concept of hauntology to capture “the sense of something that is undeniably 
present without being part of the official, rational “being” (ontology) of a thing” (3), especially 
                                                          
13 In one interview with William Martin, Moffat states that “I fondly imagine it’d be nice to stop it for a while and 
come back and see what they’re like in their 40s or 50s, because normally these two characters are portrayed in their 
50s.” 
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as embodied by Moriarty, as played by Andrew Scott. Moriarty is queer-coded within the show, 
demonstrated in a matched, charged, and predatory relationship with Sherlock, where his 
apparent return at the end of series three, despite a clear suicide in season two, creates “the image 
of a queer specter that haunts the text” (Fathallah 3). The menacing Moriarty reappears, intoning 
“Did you miss me?” across iconic images of London’s “power and prosperity” (9). Fathallah 
considers that this could foreshadow a text that genuinely engages with queer readings. 
However, as Fathallah continues, if Sherlock continues to “elide queer possibilities” in 
the vein of series three, “the broadcast of his challenge might be read as the ultimate in 
queerbaiting” (10). In an interview with Eleanor Morgan, co-creator Mark Gatiss discusses the 
film The Private Life of Sherlock Holmes (1970), where “The relationship between Sherlock and 
Watson is treated beautifully; Sherlock effectively falls in love with him in the film, but it's so 
desperately unspoken.” The idea of a queer Sherlock Holmes is not new to Sherlock, but it 
appears unlikely that Sherlock will explore queer identities within the show. Moffat and Gatiss’s 
treatment of sexuality fits Lavigne’s finding “that a Holmes of the 21st century is a Holmes who 
must deal with 21st century politics” (22). Until queer identities are not simply pointed towards, 
but are definitively claimed within the Sherlock Holmes cultural franchise, the creators are 
paying little more than lip-service to queer identities. The point is not to definitively establish 
Sherlock Holmes as “gay,” but as definitively queer, not simply “disinterested.” If sexual 
disinterestedness or lack of sexual attraction is the aim, then there is a spectrum of asexuality to 
explore.  
Sherlock also works in Leitch’s category of parody and pastiche, which ultimately offers an 
uncritical examination of the source text and fails to expand social and political identities in any 
meaningful way – indeed, acting as harmful in some instances. As previously written, Leitch 
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describes parody as “designed to satirize its models,” and the more frequent of the two (116). 
Leitch writes that “the frequent difficulty in distinguishing between imitation and parody extends 
to the franchise’s most distinctive feature: the vast array of Sherlockian pseudoscholarship that 
has grown around the canon”, which acts to disavow “Holmes’s fictional status” (211). There are 
several apparent inconsistences in Conan Doyle’s canon, as when Watson’s war wound is 
“described in A Study in Scarlet as his shoulder and in The Sign of Four as his leg” (Leitch 212). 
Leitch writes that there are societies, such as the Baker Street Irregulars, which are devoted to 
reconciling differences, “treated not as slip by Conan Doyle but as invitations to ingenious 
scholarly exegeses” (212). In Sherlock, the creators explain this through John’s “psychosomatic” 
limp as a manifestation of his unease with civilian life in London, along with his actual shoulder 
wound. The creators recognize the inconsistences of the canon, reference the years of fan 
scholarship, and offer an explanation that characterizes John. 
The forms of parody and pastiche that Sherlock takes are interesting, as they do not parody 
the text itself, but, like Lost in Austen, the cultural phenomenon of adaptations. As discussed, 
Sherlock parodies fan relationships with source text in a manner that invalidates fan-queer 
readings, and by extension, their social and political identities. Furthermore, Leitch finds that 
Holmesian films take “pains to set apart its hero by means of a series of iconic visual signatures”. 
The illustrator Sidney Paget’s iconic Inverness cape is updated in Sherlock for the stylish and 
fitted Belstaff to suit the Byronic leading man.  Paget’s deerstalker cap does not have an 
“updated” equivalent in the series. Instead, in “A Scandal in Belgravia,” Sherlock appears to 
randomly choose the deerstalker cap as a shield from the press. In the later episode “The 
Reichenbach Fall,” John states “I mean, this isn't a deerstalker now. It's a Sherlock Holmes hat. I 
mean that you're not exactly a private detective anymore. You're this far from famous”. As a 
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consequence, he becomes connected with the hat in the media and the mind of the public. A prop 
newspaper then reads “Hat-man and Robin: The Web Detectives.” Here, Holmesian culture is 
parodied, along with the modern media environment. Furthermore, the link between “modern 
technology” and “modern intelligence” is made explicit. 
It is interesting to compare Sherlock and Sherlock Holmes in order to understand how a 
Victorian text is understood in contemporary times – what characters and relationships are 
included, changed, emphasized, or deemphasized. As Basu writes, the creators of Sherlock want 
to lift Sherlock Holmes from Victorian fog, and transpose the “core” of Conan Doyle’s work into 
contemporary London (197-198). However, the writers also lift the misogyny, racism, and 
classism from the text, and place it unquestioningly into a “modern” context in such a way that 
these failings appear to be immutable. Making Sherlock Holmes into the more modern format of 
the television series and including modern technology does not mean that contemporary 
identities are fully explored. The showrunners treatment of sexuality is linked to their ultimate 
conservativism – their instance upon the “sleek” neocolonial London, where “power” is still 
linked to “masculinity,” eludes queerness.  
Moffat and Gatiss place their Sherlock amongst the other recent incarnations of Sherlock 
Holmes. The popularity of Guy Ritchie’s Sherlock Holmes demonstrates that there is still an 
appetite for a Victorian Holmes and Watson. Ritchie’s Victorian London is completely about the 
“trappings”, where the first film includes a dramatic fight scene on the Tower Bridge, still being 
built. Ritchie is comfortable operating outside of Conan Doyle’s stories, using the characters and 
settings as inspiration, but it still apparently operates within the social confines of the nineteenth 
century. The heavy browns and blues seem to emphasize the live-wire nature of Robert Downey 
Jr.’s Holmes, and his relationship with Jude Law’s Watson knowingly flirts with their 
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homoerotic history, but their respective female love interests assure the viewer that their 
relationship is “bromance,” never romance. Although Sherlock “updates” Conan Doyle’s text, 
with the aim of authenticity and avoiding the trappings of Victoriana, the same intentional 
reference to and denial of queer readings exists.  
Other contemporized forms of Sherlock Holmes are in production, such as Elementary on 
CBS. As discussed, the Chinese-American actress Lucy Liu plays Joan Watson, and the show is 
set in New York City, perhaps commenting that the seat of a modern global empire can be found 
in America. The show continues to interpret, or “update,” Conan Doyle’s text by casting 
transgender actress Candis Cayne as a transgender Ms. Hudson, canonically Holmes and 
Watson’s landlady. Furthermore, Irene Adler is revealed to be Jaime Moriarty, known as James 
Moriarty in the original stories. While Sherlock queer-codes their Moriarty character, as perhaps 
communicated by the casting of the openly gay actor Andrew Scott, and recognizes queer-
readings of the Sherlock-Moriarty relationship in the imagined kiss of series three, Moriarty is 
nebulously queer – never actually labeled, and deliberately skating the line between “gay” and 
“playing gay.” This is not to position Elementary as a superior show, but to demonstrate that 
Sherlock is not the only modern adaptation, nor the most “faithful” to Conan Doyle’s work– but 
that options exist out of Moffat and Gatiss framework. The popularity of Sherlock demonstrates 
that the show has tapped into the cultural position of Sherlock Holmes in some meaningful way, 
and speaks to the creativity and visual beauty of Gatiss and Moffat’s version.  
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Conclusion 
 
Jane Austen and Sir Arthur Conan Doyle were affected by their positions within British 
nineteenth century culture. Austen’s position as a woman in Georgian society shaped her satiric 
texts that reflect and challenge her contemporary culture through the lens of female protagonists. 
Sir Arthur Conan Doyle, a male during the end of the nineteenth century and the dawn of the 
industrial age, created a character that embodied gentlemanly, technological, and colonial 
intelligence, in a homosocial world where females and foreigners are painted with broad, flat 
strokes. These stories, too, reflected Conan Doyle’s own position in society– Sherlock Holmes 
engages in the cusp of rapid technological advancement while holding onto the era of hansom 
caps and gentlemanly disinterest in money.  
From different ends of the nineteenth century, with different genres and different 
personal perspectives, both Austen and Conan Doyle are considered classic literature. This is not 
simply because of the “timeless” quality of the novels, where Austen and Conan Doyle 
communicate some basic human truths, or because social and political commentary can be 
directly transposed from one era to the next. While quality should not be discounted, selective 
pressures undoubtedly made these texts “classics,” including the authors’ status as part of the 
powerful British Empire, media depiction of contemporary England as central to world politics, 
and London as the pinnacle of culture and industry. As discussed by Ponzanesi, the first wave of 
adaptation relied on literature to give the new cinematic medium “higher prestige and 
recognition” (121). The proven popularity of Pride and Prejudice and Sherlock Holmes as texts, 
along with their status as “classics,” made them obvious candidates, which is one reason for the 
multitude of adaptations through cinematic history. Updating nineteenth century texts is not a 
recent phenomenon. Leitch writes that in the 1940s, Sherlock Holmes and John Watson starred 
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in a series of movies where they supported the Allied war effort, demonstrating the impulse to 
use Conan Doyle’s stories for specific aims that reflect a specific era (219). Bride & Prejudice 
and Lost in Austen are not the only contemporary forms of Pride and Prejudice – among others, 
there is Austenland (2013) and The Lizzie Bennet Diaries (2012), a YouTube series that utilizes 
the episodic and highly personal nature of online diaries to explore Austen’s text.  
However, Bride & Prejudice and Lost in Austen reflect the tensions inherent in third 
wave adaptations. Ponzanesi identifies the third wave of adaptation as poststructuralist, 
postfeminist, and postcolonial, and describes this wave as “the contextual and material 
conditions through which movies can be realized, for example…the questions of reception and 
evaluation beyond Western and patriarchal mainstream paradigms” (124). The creators of Bride 
& Prejudice and Lost in Austen recognize Austen’s colonial roots, along with her progressive 
feminist and class commentary. When these filmic texts are compared, the tension between 
critique and homage is made apparent. Chadha’s version of Austen’s text is deliberately 
transnational and representative of her personal globalized experience, along with her position as 
a female in a male-dominated industry. While there are failures of representation, Chadha 
utilizes Pride and Prejudice for its plot, historic context, and adaptive history to present her 
social and political commentary. With Lost in Austen, writer Guy Andrews and director Dan 
Zeff, along with the production team of ITV, also use Austen’s plot, historical context, and 
adaptive history to comment on issues of class, gender, race, and sexuality. However, Lost in 
Austen ultimately pays homage to Austenian England, along with other Austenian adaptations. 
While the series seeks to show its knowledge of Austen’s text while contributing modern 
critique, the creators pull short of real punches aimed at the productive system in place, perhaps 
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because of its heavy investment in the culture, where Chadha’s creation, as a mixture of 
cinematic types, can avoid complete loyalty to any one style or culture.  
This, however, does not free Chadha’s work from neocolonial critique, where Chadha 
creates an image of the transnational to appeal to segmentable global markets.  Putting Bride & 
Prejudice and Lost in Austen into conversation allows for a more complete understanding of how 
adaptations can interact with a source text from the nineteenth century and the media culture of 
the twenty-first.  In order to access Austen’s England – a version of Georgian England – the 
creators reference a cultural visual history of Austen adaptations, such as the 1995 BBC 
miniseries. Chadha does this in Bride & Prejudice, not only to establish the film as a part of 
Austenian cultural canon, but to comment on the relationship of British heritage cinema, 
Bollywood, and Hollywood as reflecting global relationships. The Lost in Austen creators also 
place Amanda Price directly in the world of heritage cinema to make claims on Austen culture, 
but to also emphasize the pull of adaptations. Unlike Chadha, Lost in Austen does not seek to 
show changed global status, but to reflect and engage the relationship of literature, film, and fan, 
and to comment on what being a fan means in modern society. For Amanda Price, being a fan of 
Austen culture meant negotiating the modern tension of postfeminist independence and socially 
proscribed roles that lead her to long for Pemberley. Interestingly, the episodic nature of the 
miniseries allows the viewer, like Amanda, to spend a little bit longer inside Austen’s world, 
visualizing the deliberate mix of “authentic” and classic heritage cinema.  
Examining Sherlock reveals the relationship between literature, filmic format, and the 
interplay of diegetic and extradiegetic communication of identity. The film format of Bride & 
Prejudice meant Chadha could recognizably use elements of Hollywood, Bollywood, and 
heritage cinema to build a feminist, postcolonial message. Lost in Austen’s miniseries format 
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allowed the creators to include more elements of Austen’s plot, reference Austenian heritage 
cinema, such as the 1995 BBC Pride and Prejudice, and pull viewers deeper into the world of 
Lost in Austen. With Sherlock, Moffat and Gatiss use the episodic nature of Sherlock to reference 
individual nature of the Sherlock Holmes stories, as well as provide an intense period of 
anticipation and engagement for fans. The creators of Sherlock do not only contribute to and then 
rely on fan readings of the show, but extend the world of Sherlock into modern culture by having 
characters interact through “their own” blogs.  Lost in Austen presents a fan interacting with the 
actual text, and characters of that text navigating modern London, but does not so clearly mirror 
and then react to contemporary interaction with media. Furthermore, as in Bride & Prejudice, 
Sherlock uses the extradiegetic personalities of actors to validate their interpretation of the text. 
However, the star-power of Benedict Cumberbatch and Martin Freeman has risen along with 
Sherlock’s prominence, and the connections between these extradiegetic personalities and their 
characters have increased through the seasons. Freeman’s history of “everyman” casting, along 
with his class, racial, sexual identities, is layered in series three, where his real-life partner is cast 
as his on-screen wife, assuring the viewers of their respective sexualities.  
There is no such thing as the “perfect” adaptation. The issue of fidelity in the first wave 
of adaptation is impossible to determine, and ultimately irrelevant to the significance of either 
the source text or the filmic adaptation. However, determining how and why a filmic text 
operates as an adaptation allows both the media creator and viewer, roles that are not entirely 
separate, to understand their own relationship with the text, and what it means to make 
statements in contemporary society. It seems that the creators of Lost in Austen and Sherlock are 
invested in the image of nineteenth century England that their source texts presented, and 
unwilling to move beyond viewpoints and constraints of the literature. Although Chadha makes 
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her work transnational both in production and in onscreen dynamics, her romance between Lalita 
and Darcy could be considered to skate over the very real issues of racism and colonialism that 
still exist on individual and international levels. However, Chadha’s approach to Austen’s text 
produces a layered understanding of the source in context of modern transnationalism. 
Ultimately, these filmic adaptations make their own claims, not as literature or as film, 
but as media within our society, pulling inspiration from the past and projecting versions of our 
present onscreen. The subject of contemporizing nineteenth century literature through filmic 
texts originated for me with personal passions and interests. However, examining works adapted 
from Austen and Conan Doyle shows that adaptations confront what it means to be a part of an 
ever-expanding cultural history.  
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